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Essex County, Mass,, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisherles

By Mr. CELLER:

A.R.3579. A bill to provide a national
health insurance and public health pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FLETCHER: .

H.R.3580. A bill relating to the construc-
tion and disposition of the San Jacinto-San
Vincente aqueduct; to the Committee on
Public Works

By Mr. KEATING:

H.R.3581. A bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act (49 Stat. 620) to extend coverage
therein provided, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. LATHAM:

H.R.3582. A bill to provide that persons
separated from the armed forces of the
United States before receiving promotions to
which they were entitled upon their return
from prisoner of war or similar status shall
be held and considered to have been granted
such promotions and the pay and allowances
connected therewith; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. MATHEWS:

H. R.3583. A bill to authorize payments by
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs on the
purchase of automobiles or other convey-
ances by certain disabled veterans, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr, MEADE of Eentucky:

H.R.3584. A bill to provide increased sub-
sistence allowance to veterans pursuing cer-
tain courses under the Servicemen’s Read-
justment Act of 1844, as amended, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

By Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin:

H.R.3585. A bill to prohibit the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and its officers, em-
ployees, and agents from destroying food
which is fit for human consumption, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. TIBBOTT:

H.R.3586. A bill to extend mail delivery
service for St. Francis College, Loretto, Pa.;
to the Committee on Post Office and Clvil
Service.

By Mr. HINSHAW:

H.R.3587. A bill to establish a National
Aviation Council for the purpose of unifying
and clarifying national policies relating to
aviation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. REES:

H.R,3588. A bill providing for a Federal
Employees' Loyalty Act of 1947; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,

By Mr. CLASON:

H.R.3589. A bill to discontinue in effect
certain war excise taxes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. SMITH of Maine:

H. R, 3580, A bill to amend the act of June
15, 1936, so as to grant certain benefits to
members of the National Guard, Organized
Reserves, Reserve Officers’ Training Corps,
and citizens’ military training camps engaged
in training duty prior to official termination
of World War II; to the Committee on Armed
Services,

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts:

H.R.3591. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1945, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. VAIL:

H.J.Res. 208. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President{to proclaim July 27, 1947,
as Lithuania Day;' to the Committee on the
Judiclary,
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXIT, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Illinols, memorializing
the President and the Congress of the United
States to investigate the obvious advantages
of locating the proposed atomic energy
laboratory in some Government-owned area
in the hope that the Atomic Energy Com-
mission may consider fhe desirability of
using such a Government-owned or Govern-
ment-controlled site; to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mr. RIVERS introduced a bill (H. R. 3592)
for the relief of Harry C. Metts, which was
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

554. By Mrs. NORTON: Petition of the New
Jersey State Identification Association, urg-
ing the enactment of legislation which would
provide pension benefits to investigatory and
law-enforcement personnel of certain Gov-
ernment departments; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

566. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: -Peti-
tion of residents of Racine, Wis., urging that
all Communists and communistic sympa-
thizers in this country be dealt with effec~
tively; to the Committee on Un-American
Activities.

556. By the SPEAEER: Petition of the
International Migration Service, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to adoption of H. R. 2910; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

557. Also, petition of the membership ot
the Zephyrhills Townsend Club, No. 1,
Zephyrhills, Fla., petitioning consideration
of their resolution with reference to endorse-
ment of the Townsend plan, H. R. 16; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

558. Also, petition of the membership of
the Tampa Townsend Club, No. 4, Tampa,
Fla., petitioning consideration of their reso-
lution with reference to endorsement of the
Townsend plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

569. Also, petition of the membership of
the Tampa Townsend Club, No. 3, Tampa,
Fla., petitioning consideration of their reso-
lution with reference to endorsement of the
Townsend plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

b660. Also, petition of the Holy Name
Boclety, Holy Trinity Parish, Gary, Ind., peti-
tioning consideration of their resolution with
reference to request for investigation of con-
ditions in Yugoslavia; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

5681, Also, petition of Clair B. Lamoreaux,
Sparta, Mich,, and others, petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with reference
to request for stamping out of communism;
to the Committee on Un-American Activities.

562, Also, petition of the Holy Name
Soclety of St. Robert Bellarmine Church,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to opposltion to any further
delay in obtaining action on House Concur-
rent Resolutions 4 and 32; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

b663. Also, petition of the Board of Alder-
men of the City of Chelsea, Mass,, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to endorsing the movement of the
Massachusetts Allled Veteran Housing Coun-
cil for the immediate alleviation of the hous-
ing shortage; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.
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564. Also, petition of the Holy Name
Boclety, 8t. Francis Xavier Church, East
Gary, Ind., petitioning consideration of their
resolution with reference to request for in-
vestigation of conditions in Yugoslavia; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

SENATE

Fripay, May 23, 1947

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21,
1947)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D,, offered the following prayer:

O Lord our God, shed the light of Thy
Holy Spirit within the minds and hearts
of Thy servants in this place of responsi-
bility and decision, that all who sincerely
seek the truth may find it, and finding it
may follow it, whatever the cost, know-
ing that it is the truth that makes men
free. When we have the truth, let us
not hit each other over the head with it,
but rather use it as a lamp to lighten
dark places, in order that we may see
where we are going.

This we ask in the name of Jesus Christ
our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of Thursday, May 22,
1947, was dispensed with, and the Jour-
nal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries, and he announced that
on May 22, 1947, the President had ap-
proved and signed the act (S. 938) to
provide for assistance to Greece and
Turkey.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3029) to
provide for the acquisition of a site and
for preparation of plans and specifica-
tions for a courthouse to accommodate
the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia and the District
Court of the United States for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a hill (H. R. 3348) to
declare the policy of the United States
with respect to the allocation of costs of
construction of the Coachella Division
of the All-American Canal irrigation
project, California, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the enrolled bill (S. 854) to amend sec-
tion 502 (a) of the act entitled “An act
to expedite the provision of housing in
eonnection with national defense, and
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for other purposes,” and it was signed
by the President pro tempore.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. WHITE. I suggest the absence of
& quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

The

Alken Green Morse
Baldwin Gurney Murray
Ball Hatch Myers
Barkley Hawkes O'Conor
Brewster Hayden O'Daniel
Bricker Hickenlooper O'Mahoney
Bridges Hill Pepper
Brooks Hoey Reed
Buck Holland Robertson, Va.
Bushfield Ives Robertson, Wyo.
Butler Jenner Russell
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall
Cain Johnston, 5. C. Sparkman
Capehart Eem Stewart
Capper Kiigore Taft
Chavez Enowland Taylor
Connally Lodge Thomas, Okla.
Cooper Lucas Thye
Cordon MeCarran Tobey
McClellan Tydings
Downey McFarland Vandenberg
Dworshak McGrath ‘Wagner
Eastland McKellar Watkins
Ecton Magnuson Wherry
Ellender Malone White
Ferguson Martin Wiley
Flanders Maybank Williams
Fulbright Millikin Wilson
George Moare Young

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER]
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmatH] are absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CartHY] and the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. REVERCOME" are necessar-
ily absent.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the
Senator from Louisians [Mr. OVERTON]
and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Tromas] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
McMagon] and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. UmsTteap] are absent on
public business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-
seven Senators having answered to their
names, & quorum is present,

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-

fore the Senate the following communi-

cation and letter, which were referred as

indicated:

ProrPosED PROVISION PERTAINING TO APPROPRIA-
TION FOR CoMMERCE DEPARTMENT (S. Doc.
No. 56)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a draft of a
proposed provision pertaining to an appro-
priation for the Department of Commerce in
the form of an amendment to the budget
for the fiscal year 1948 (with an accompany-
ing paper); to the Committee on Appropria=-
tions and ordered to be printed.

REVISION OF METHOD OF ISsUING PATENTS TO
Pueric LANDS

A letter from the Secretary of the Interior,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to revise the method of issuing patents for
public lands (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Public Lands.

“
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the General Assembly of the State
of Illinois; to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy:

‘“House Resolution 61

“Whereas it is proposed to locate an
atomic energy laboratory engaged in re-
search for the development of all phases of
the energy, including military, in Du Page
County, on approximately 4,000 acres of land
now occupied by homes, farms, and forest
preserve; and

“Whereas the Atomic Energy Commission
did not hold a public hearing on this mat-
ter, thus depriving interested citizens of an
opportunity to be heard; and

“Whereas the Department of Conservation
of the State of Illinois has advised that the
location of the laboratory would be a severe
hardship on the residents of this area In
that the laboratory would require millions
of gallons of water from an area which is
already in danger of a water shortage due to
the rapidly receding water level; and

“Whereas the dispossession of residents of
the land to be taken over would add an ex-
treme hardship through increasing the al-
ready serious housing emergency already ex-
isting in the county; and

“Whereas the acquisition of the Du Page
tract is entirely unnecessary because of the
existence of a far more suitable location in
nearby Elwood, Ill., on some 40,000 acres of
Government-owned land formerly used as
an ordnance plant and equipped with high-
ways, water system, railroads, electricity,
housing, and hospltal facllities; and

“Whereas the location of such a plant in
a6 more remote Government-owned area
would provide a margin of safety not pos-
sible at the Du Page location and would re-
sult in saving milllons of dollars of the tax-
payers’ money: Therefore be it

“Resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the Sizty-fifth General Assembly of
the State of Illinois, That we respectfully
petition and urge the Congress of the United
States to investigate the obvious advantages
of locating the proposed laboratory in somre
Government-owned area in the hope that
the Atomic Energy Commission may con-
sider the desirability of using such a Gov-
ernment-owned or Government-controlled
site; that a copy of this preamble and reso-
lution be forwarded by the secretary of
state to the President of the Senate, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and
each Illinois Member of Congress at Wash-
ington.

""Adopted by the house, May 14, 1947."”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawall; to the Committee on
Finance:
“Senate Joint Resolution 9
“Joint resolution memorializing the Congress
of the United States to provide for pur-
poses of taxation of income, that damage
caused by the tidal wave which hit the

Hawalian Islands on April 1, 1946, and the

subsequent tidal waves or like marine dis-

turbances may be deducted from income in
installments over a period of 5 years

“Be il enacted by the Legislature of the
Territory of Hawaii:

“SecrioNn 1. The Congress of the United
States of America is most respectfully
memorialized to provide that, for purposes
of taxation of income, deductions for damage
caused by the tidal wave which hit the
Hawalian Islands on April 1, 1946, and the
subsequent tidal waves or other merine dis-
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turbances of like nature may be deducted
elther wholly in the year in which such
damage was suffered or in one-fifth install-
ments over a period of b years.

“Sgc, 2. Certified copies of this joint reso-
lution ghall be forwarded to the President of
the United States of America, to the Presi-
dent of the Senate and to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the Congress, to
the Becretary of the Interior and to the
delegate to the Congress from Hawail.

“Approved this 16th day of May A. D. 1947.

“INGRAM M. STAINBACK,
“Governor of the Territory of Euwaﬂ."

Petitions of members of the Tampa Town-
send Club, No. 1; the members of the Tampa
Townsend Club, No. 4, and the Zephyrhills
Townsend Club, No. 1, all in the State of
Florida, favoring the enactment of the so-
called Townsend plan to provide old-age
assistance; to the Committee on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the Board of
Aldermen of the City of Chelsea, Mass., favor-
ing the enactment of the so-called Taft-
Ellender-Wagner bill, S. 866, to establish a
national housing objective and the policy to
be followed in the attalnment thereof, to
facilitate sustained progress in the attain-
ment of such objective and to provide for the
coordinated executlon of such poliey through
s National Housing Commission, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. O'CONOR::

A resolution of the Senate of the Legis-
lature of the State of Maryland; to the Com-
mittee on Finance:

“Senate resolution petitioning the United
States Congress to Investigate the opera-
tion of cooperatives particularly with refer-
ence to special privileges granted under
tax exemptions

“Whereas the Senate of Maryland recog-
nizes the tremendous growth of cooperative
associations to be inimical to the American
system of competitive enterprise; and

“Whereas it is the sense of the Senate of
Maryland that danger to our free enterprise
exists in the continued and accelerated
growth of cooperative associations; and

“Whereas the Senate of Maryland recog-
nizes that the impelling force and increasing
power of these cooperatives emanates from
the Federal law granting special privileges,
particularly in tax exemptions; and

“Whereas no individual State has power
far reaching enough to wholly correct the
danger to our free institutions: Now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of Maryland, That
the United States Congress is hereby re-
quested to make a thoroungh and complete
investigation and analysis of the effect of
cooperatives on our competitive system of
business, with a view to enactment of legis-
lation found necessary or desirable to cor-
rect any evils found to exist under present
laws; and be it further

“Resolved, That this resolution be spread
upon the journal of the senate and that the
secretary be, and he is hereby, directed to
send a copy of same to the President of the
United States Senate, the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, and to the Repre-
sentatives from Maryland in both Houses
of Congress.”

A resolution of the Senate of the Legis-
lature of the State of Maryland; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works:

“Senate resolution requesting the United
States Public Roads Administration to
construct a dual highway between Andrews
Field, in Prince Georges County, and the
United States Naval Radar Station, In
Calvert County
“Whereas there is no direct route from

Andrews Field, in Prince Georges County, to
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the United States Naval Radar Statlon at
Randle Cliffs, in Calvert County; and

“Whereas it is desirable that there be a
direct and safe route between these two
points; and

“Whereas such a highway will be of great
value to the Government and also to the
people residing in Washington and its viein-
ity who wish to visit the water front along
the Chesapeake Bay: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of Maryland, That
the United States Public Roads Administra-
tion be, and it Is hereby, requested to con-
struct a dual highway between Andrews Fleld,
in Prince Georges County, and the United
States Naval Radar Station at Randle Cliffs,
in Calvert County; and be it further

“Resolved, That this resolution be spread
on the journal of the senate and that the
secretary send a copy thereof to the United
States Public Roads Administration and to
each Representative in the United States
Congress from Maryland.”

A resolution of the Senate of the Legisla-
ture of the State of Maryland; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services:

“Whereas the Navy has proposed the aban-
donment of the Indian Head powder factory
and the erection of a similar plant in an-
other section of the Nation; and

“Whereas it seems increasingly apparent
that an economy program by the Congress
and Federal Government cannot support
such additional expenditures, as new facill-
ties would cost an estimated $6,000,000 but
by an expenditure of approximately §1,000,~
000 at Indian Head, the present plant could
produce the latest types of powder; and

“Whereas there has been advanced no real
reason why experimental work cannot be
conducted as satisfactorily at Indian Head
as at any other locale, and no other naval
establishment is equipped to produce double-
base powder but the Indian Head plant is
75 percent equipped to do so at present; and

“Whereas thousands of dollars would be
lost to the community of Indian Head and
vicinity should the removal of the Navy base
k' consummated; and

“Whereas such removal would work great
hardship on the citizens and taxpayers of
Charles County; and

“Whereas the people of Charles County
have already delegated a special committee
to consider and oppose the project of such
removal: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of Maryland, That
the Members of the Maryland delegation in
Congress be and they are hereby respectfully
requested to give complete and thorough
attention, immediately to the Navy's pro-
posal for the termination of operations at
Indian Head; and be it further

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to each of the Members of the Mary-
land delegation, including the six Represent-
atives and two Senators from Maryland; and
another copy to the Secretary of the Navy,
with a request for a full and open hearing
on this proposal before the Navy Department
and Congress.”

UNIFORM MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE LAWS

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to present for appro-
priate reference and to have printed in
the Recorp a resolution adopted at the
ninety-fifth annual convention of the
diocese of Iowa, in which they express
their approval of the principles and pur-
poses of the constitutional amendment
and bill to make uniform marriage and
divorce laws of the various States, as
introduced by me in the Senate,

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was received, referred to the Com-
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mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
DIOCESE OF 10WA, NINETY-FIFTH ANNUAL CON-

VENTION—RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE

COMMITTEE ON CHRISTIAN SOCIAL RELATIONS

Resolved, That this convention agrees
with the principle and purposes of the con-
stitutional amendment and bill to make uni-
form the marriage and divorce laws of the
various States, as Introduced in Congress by
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER, and directs its secre-
tary to notify him of this fact.

The above resolution supported and
carried.

Rev. GEorcE C. WEISER,
Secretary.
Forr MapisonN, IOWA.

REPCRT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr CAFFER, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

H.R.1179. A bill to aid in defraying the
expenses of the seventeenth triennial con-
vention of the World’s Woman's Christian
Temperance Union to be held in this country
in June 1947; without amendment (Rept. No.
198).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the sec-
ond time, and referred as follows:

(Mr. WHITE Introduced Senate bill 1333,
to amend the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, and for other purposes, which
was referred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, and appears under a
separate heading.)

By Mr. CAFPER:

S.1334. A bill to enable the Becretary of
Agriculture, through the Federal Extension
Service, to cooperate with the land-grant
colleges and universities in carrying out a
program for the collection and dissemina-
tion of information with respect to the
supply of, the need for, and the effective use
of agricultural workers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

8.1335. A bill to provide for the establish-
ment of the Alcove Springs National Park
in Marshall County, Kans.; to the Committee
on Public Lands.

AMENDMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1934

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to introduce for ap-
propriate reference a bill which I send
to the desk amending the Communica-
tions Act of 1934, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the bill will be received and
appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the bill (8.
1333) to amend the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. WHITE, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I have
just introduced a bill to amend the Com-
munications Act of 1934. Because of the
wide interest expressed in radio legisla-
tion, it seems appropriate to make a
brief explanatory statement of the
measure.

The bill is the result of more than 7
years of congressional investigations,
studies, and hearings by committees in
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both Houses of Congress, conferences,
and discussions with representatives of
large and small broadcasters and mem-
bers of the Federal Communications
Commission, as well as with experts and
students of the problem. It has its im-
mediate source in S. 1268, a bill intro-
duced by Senator Wheeler in the Sev-
enty-sixth Congress; in 8. 1520, intro-
duced by me in the Seventy-sixth Con-
gress; in S. 814, introduced by me for
myself and Senator Wheeler in the Sev-
enty-eighth Congress; in recommenda-
tions of the Federal Communications
Bar Association; in recommendations in
the Report of the Attorney General's
Committee on Administrative Procedure;
and in court decisions.

The purpose of the bill is largely to
clarify the meaning and intent of the
existing act and to rectify some of the
defects which have become obvious dur-
ing the past 12 years of administration
of the law. Broadly, it deals with:

First. Changes in the organization of
the Commission designed to make it
function more expeditiously and ex-
perily. .

Second. Modifications in functioning
and procedure by the Commission to in-
sure equality in treatment of applicants
and licensees.

Third. Modifications in appellate pro-
cedure and provision for declaratory
judgments.

Fourth. Equality of right and oppor-
tunity to use radio facilities in political
campaigns and in discussion of public
questions and separation of fact from
editorial opinion.

Fifth. Further protection against cen-
sorship over programs or station opera-
tion by Government.

Sixth. Protection against monopoly by
limitations on station ownership.

It should be emphasized that the bill
should not be regarded as the a~swer to
every question that has been raised.
There may be much to be added and some
to be subtracted. We shall have hear-
ings, and all who have suggestions to
offer will be heard, and their views will
be carefully considered.

This much, however, I believe can be
said. We are in great need of new radio
legislation; the art is more than a quar-
ter of a century old and has made gigan-
tic strides technically, but is operating
under law which for the most part is
nearly 20 years old. Back in 1939, the
late President Roosevelt commented
publicly on the need for a reorganiza-
tion of the Commission and new sub-
stantive law on the subject of communi-
cations. The Nation’s broadcasters have
made clear that they want new legisla-
tion; but even more important, the 140,-
000,000 people in this country who are
the radio listeners are entitled to what
I believe to be the benefits of this pro-
posed legislation,

Mr, President, I now ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp, as
a part of my remarks, a statement I have
prepared which explains in a section by
section analysis the provisions of the
bill I have introduced.
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

DigesT AND EXPLANATION OF THE BILL
SECTIONS 1, 2, AND 3

Section 1 cites the titles of the act as the
“Communications Act Amendments, 1947."
Sections 2 and 3 amend section 8 of the pres-
ent law to add a number of definitions and
clarify the meaning of some existing defini-
tions. These incilude the definitions of
“broadcasting,” “network broadeasting,” “li-
cense,” “station license,” “radio station li-
cense,” “broadcast station,” “broadcasting
station,” “radio broadcast station,” “net-
work organization,” ‘“hours,” “broadcast
hours,” “construction permit,” “single broad-
cast band.” Clarification of some of these
terms, particularly the term “license,” is made
necessary because of a tendency upon the
part of the Commission to treat what are in
fact licenses, as instruments of a different
character and lesser import, thereby making
possible avoidance of compliance with pro-
cedural and appellate provisions of the act
intended as safeguards against arbitrary ad-
ministrative action, provisions necessary to
be respected If orderly procedure is to be had.
These definitions tend to insure that result.

SECTIONS 4 AND &5

Sections 4 and 5 amend sections 4 and 5
of the present law and modify the adminis-
trative set-up and functions of the Com-
mission. Section 4 eliminates the provision
giving the President authority to name the
Chairman, thus conforming to the general
practice in several other quasi-judicial agen-
cles which annually elect their own Chalr-
man. Section 5 would require separation of
the Commission of seven members into two
statutory divisions of three members each
and clarifies the functions of the Chairman
and the Commission.

Under the legislation proposed the whole
Commission would have power and authority
to adopt and promulgate any rule or regula-
tion of general application required or au-
thorized by the act, including procedural
rules and regulations for the Commission and
each divislon. The whole Commission would
have plenary authority over amateur serv-
ices, emergency services, maritime services,
aircraft services, general safety services, the
qualification and licensing of operators, the
selection and control of nel, the as-
slgnment of bands of frequencies to the var-
fous radio services and many other subjects
and services, as at present. But the present
Judicial and quasi-judicial functions of the
Commission would be vested in the proposed
divisions insofar as those functions relate
to the most important and controversial sub-
jects within the present jurisdiction of the
Commission.

Jurisdiction to hear and determine all
cases ar under the act or regulations
relating to broadcast, television, facsimile and
kindred communications intended for pub-
lic reception is vested in the Broadecast Divl-
sion. Similar jurisdiction with respect to
common carriers and communications in-
tended for a designated addressee is vested
in the Common Carrier Division. This plan
not only recognizes the basic and funda-
mental difference between the two types of
communications involved and the nature of
the questions presented by each, but it also
provides a method for obtaining proper con-
sideration of those cases by persons who
wil be able to devote their time and atten-
tion to the questions committed to them
wihout undue interruption or interference
occasioned by the demands of basically dif-
ferent problems.

Under the plan proposed, the status of
the chairman would be that of an executive
officer and coordinator participating fully in
all matters within the jurisdiction of the
Commission except the determination and
decision of contested matters which are
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made the exclusive business of the divisions.
Experience has amply demonstrated that the
chairman cannot be expected to devote the
time and attention necessary to the proper
handling and disposition of these matters
and also efficiently to discharge the many
other duties which are unavoidably his under
the act. As to these other duties, an at-
tempt also has been made to clarify the status
of the chairman and to make him, and him
only, the official spokesman and representa-
tive of the Commission in certain important
respects.

When the present act was before the Con-
gress in 1934, the bill passed by the Senate
provided for a mandatory separation of the
Commission into divisions as is now pro-
posed by this bill but this plan was later
abandoned and the present Commission has
been operating under a law which permitted
but did not require it to organize Itself
into divisions. In recent years, the division
plan has been entirely abandoned by the
Commission and it seems obvlous that such
abandonment has operated to the detriment
of orderly procedure and to wise adminis-
tration and regulation. Students of this
legislative problem are thoroughly convinced
of the wisdom of. the mandatory division
plan for at least two important reasons, They
recognize that there are fundamental dif-
ferences in the two classes of communica-
tions; that rate making and public utility
concepts are the very essence of private com-
munications but have little, if any, applica-
tlon to communications with the public di-
rectly; that there has been a tendency upon
the part of the Commission to confuse the
two and to apply the same concepts and
philosophies in the regulation of the two.
This tendency must be avoided. Secondly, it
is apparent that the subject of public or
mass communications and the problems in-
cident to the regulation thereof are so in-
teresting and attractive that they draw pub-
lic attention; that on the other hand, there
is very little of news value or opportunity
for publicity in the regulation of common
carriers and this has had the result of cen-
tering the attention of the Commission and
its personnel almost exclusively on broad-
casting and related problems and of prevent-
ing the giving of sufiicient attention to
equally important problems relating to pri-
vate communications.

The changes proposed in these two sections
would bring about a much needed and de-
sired separation of the judicial and regula-
tory functions of the Commission; would con-
tribute to a sounder knowledge on the part
of the commissioners of the communication
problems committed to them; would make
for orderly procedure and harmony of de-
cislon; and would speed up the disposition
of cases before the Commission and the
divisions thereof.

Definite authority is given to the Commis~
sion or to either division to assign or refer
to an individual commissioner or to a bedy
composed of an employee or employees, any
portion of its work, business, or functions
but with an assured right of review by the
Commission or the appropriate division.
This obviates the necessity for full Commis-
sion or division; action in cases where this
is not believed necessary. It should result
in speedier consideration and decision.

SECTION 6

This section amends section 4 (k) of the
present act and is intended to make more
clear and definite what shall be contained
in the annual report filed by the Commission.
Briefly, the Commission is to furnish an-
nually (1) information and data bearing on
the problems of regulation of interstate and
foreign wire and radio communication; (2)
information on the general administrative
operations of the Commission so that Con-
gress may readily understand what the Com-
mission has done or . ailed to do; (3) informa-
tion concerning personnel employed during
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the year and their experience, ete., and
those resigned or discharged; (4) informa-
tion in detail of all sums expended by the
Commission, for what and under
what authority; (5) specific recommendations
on necessary additional legislation and the
reasons therefor.

SECTION 7

This section amends subsection (1) of sec-
tion 303 of the present act and is designed to
expressly limit the Commission's rule-mak-
ing power with respect to stations engaged
in chain broadcasting only to the physical
and technical phases of regulation. It would
limit the effect of the opinion of the Supreme
Court handed down May 10, 1943, in the case
of National Broadeasting Company, Inc., et al.
v.U. 8. et al. (319 U. 8. 190) which generally
has been considered as an example of judicial
“law-making” of authority not granted in the
act. It should be noted here that the Com-
mission’s chain-broadecasting regulations in-
volved in this section are, in substance, made
2 part of this bill in section 19,

SECTION 8

This section amends subsection (j) of sec-
tion 303 of the present act which gives the
Commission authority to make rules and
regulations requiring stations to maintain
records of programs and similar technical
details. The proposed new language is de-
signed and intended to accomplish two pur-
poses: (1) To enlarge in specific terms the
requirement for certain types of information
not originally provided for; and (2) to limit
the authority of the Commission, now ap-
parently exercised under the authority of
section 308 (b), to require reports and in-
formation from licensees which are not neces=
sary to carry out its regulatory function.

EECTION 9

This section amends subsection (d) of sec-
tlon 307 of the law which now provides that
definite the existing language regarding allo-
cation of licenses, frequencies, and hours of
operation by the Commission. It is designed
to bring about a fairer distribution of radio
broadcast facilities in the country and at the
same time discourage a policy which grants
licenses wholesale simply on “demand.”

SECTION 10

This section amends subsection (b) of sec-
tlon 307 of the present act to make more
Commission action on renewals of licenses
is limited to and governed by the same con-
siderations and practices which affect the
granting of an original license. The pro-
posed new language would make the pro-
cedure in such cases conform in every par-
ticular to the procedure set out for original
applications proposed in section 12 of this
bill. It is designed to bring ahout orderly
procedure under law.

BECTIONS 11 AND 12

These sections amend sections 308 and 309
of the present act. They are designed to
make more definite and certain the procedure
to be employed by the Commission in the
exercise of its radio-licensing function.
These amendments are made necessary by
the restrictive character of the language in
the present act and by the disposition of the
Commission to give that language an ex-
tremely literal rather than a broad interpre-
tation. The result has been to deprive ap-
plicants in many cases of the right to be
heard before their applications are denied
and also to deprive persons adversely affected
by actions of the Commission an opportunity
to be heard before the Commission.

Bection 11 would make clear that all in-
struments of authorization granted by the
Commission entitling the holders to con-
struct or operate radio apparatus should, in
general, be the subject of a written applica-
tion. Provision is made, however, for au-
thorizations in emergencies or in times of war
without the filing of a formal application.
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It is also proposed that the Commission may
not, except as specifically provided in section
14 of this bill, modify or revoke an existing
license and that no transfer proceedings may
be utilized by the Commission for the pur-
pose of disciplinary action designed to punish
a licensee for his actions as such.

The amendments to section 308 contained
in section 12 of this bill make clear that any
person filing an application is entitled as a
matter of right to have that application han-
dled in a definite procedural way. This is
not assured under present practice of the
Commission, The procedure to be followed
in the handling of applications is that which
was successfully followed by the Commis-
slon for a considerable period of time pur-
suant to rules and regulations prescribed by
it, but the method was abandoned on the
apparent theory that the Commission was
according to applicants and others in inter-
est greater rights than those specified by
the act. Since the right to notice and hear-
ing is the very essence of orderly procedure,
amendments which leave no doubt that such
rights are secured are absolutely imperative,
Specifically, the amendments proposed to
section 80" will make it possible, as at pres-
ent, for the Commission to i rant any appli-
cation without hearing if convinced that the
statutory standard will be served thereby.
But It will provide a method whereby any
person who has the right to challenge the
legality or propriety of such a grant by ap-
peal from the Commission’s decislon can
make his complaint first before the Commis-
sion—a guaranty which the present law does
not contain. The proposed language makes
clear who have rights, what their rights are,
and exact procedural steps In accordance
with recommendations of the Attorney Gen-
eral’s Committee on Administrative Pro-
cedure.

SECTION 13

This section amends section 310 (b) of the
present act to make certain that no station
license granted by the Commission may be
transferred without Commission approval,
and makes definite the procedure to be em-
ployed by the Commission in passing upon
the merits of such applications. The neces-
sity for provisions of this character arises
out of the fallure of the present transfer
section to refer to construction permits as
well as licenses, and its failure to specify
elther the procedure to be employed or, with
sufficient certainty, the standard to be ac-
cepted which controls the ultimate decision.

SECTION 14

This section proposes extensive revision
of section 312 of the present act, which deals
with revocation of licenses. The present
law permits revocation by the Commission
for false statements either in the applica-
tion or in the statement of fact which may
be required under the licensing provisions;
or because of conditions revealed by such
statements of fact as may be required from
time to time which would warrant the Com-
mission to refuse to grant a license on an
original application; or for failure to operate
substantially as set forth in the license; or
for failure to observe any of the restrictions
or conditions of the act or of regulations
of the Commission authorized by the act or
a treaty ratified by the United States. Thus,
revocation is the sole administrative penalty
in the case of violators ranging from the most
serious to those who may innocently violate
regulations of the Commission on technical
matters.

It is believed that some method short of ab-
solute revocation should be provided for lesser
vioclations and at the same time make the sec-
tion effective to deal with violations of all
types, since understandably the Commission
has been reluctant to proceed with drastic
penalties for minor violations. Accordingly,
it is proposed that for many of the less seri-
ous violations the Commission may under-
take cease-and-desist procedures, carefully
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spelled out, and subsequent violation of such
a cease-and-desist order is cause for revoca-
tion. Revocation is also authorized for con-
ditions coming to the attention of the Com-
mission which would have warranted the
Commission to deny a license originally. An
additional provision is included dealing with
modifications of licenses or construction per-
mits by the Commission under a definite
procedure which allows the holder a hearing.
if he requests it.

SECTION 15

This section is a revision of section 315 of
the present act, which deals with the use of
radio stations for broadcasting in political
campaigns, Section 15 of the present act
merely provides that the Commission has no
authority to require a licensee to permit the
use of his station for a political campaign.
In the proposed revision, that prohibition
against the Commission remains, but it is
provided that if the licensee does permit the
use of his station for a political campaign.
certain conditions and obligations shall ob-
tain.

In brief, these conditions are as follows:

1. If a legally qualified candidate in any
election, or a person designated by him, is
permitted the use of a station for participat-
ing in a political campaign, then equal op-
portunity must be granted each of the can-
didate’s opponents or persons designated by
them. Similarly, if a person is permitted the
use of a radio station in opposition to a can-
didate, then the candidate, or someone des-
ignated by him, must be given equal oppor-
tunity.

2. If an officlal of a regularly organized po-
litical party, or a person designated by him,
is permitted to use a radio station, then the
corresponding official of all other regularly
organized political parties, or persons desig-
nated by them, must be given equal oppor-
tunity.

3. During a political campalgn no station
shall make facilities available for or against
any candidate except to a candidate for the
same office, or a person designated by him,
or by a person designated by the responsible
official of a regularly organized political
party whose candidates’ names appear on the
ballot.

4. If any person is permitted the use of a
station to speak for or against any public
measure to be voted upon as such in an elec-
tion, the licensee must afford equal oppor-
tunities and an equal amount of time in the
aggregate for the presentation of each dif-
ferent view on the measure or question.

5. Political broadecasting or the discussion
of any question to be voted upon shall not
be permitted by a licensee for a period begin-
ning 24 hours prior to election day and con-
tinuing throughout that day, in conformance
with the rule governing general political ad-
vertising in newspapers.

6. Neither the licensee nor the Commis-
slon shall have any right to censor in any
way any political broadcast, and the licensee
is exempted from liability for any libel or
slander by any person speaking under the
provisions of this section.

The term “equal opportunities” 1s defined
to make clear that it covers not only time
and number of stations used but also cost,
if any, for such use of facilities.

BEECTION 16

This section amends section 326 of the
present act which deals with the general
subject of censorship. It is designgd to
make manifest and the subject of specific
statutory declaration principles which should
have been sufficiently clear from an exami-
nation of the present law in its entirety.
Subsection (a) specifically states that the
Commission is to have no power to regulate
the business of the licensee of any radio
broadcast station, except where that power
is specifically conferred by the act itself. It
is designed to prevent the elastic stretching
of the words of the statute into tortured
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constructions that go beyond congressional
intent. Subsection (b) provides a more
comprehensive prohibition against censor=
ship than is now In the act and also makes
clear that the Commission has the authority
in any case where application for renewal
of a license is made to examine the over-all
operation of the licensee to determine
whether or not the operation has satisfied
the statutory standard.

It should be noted here that this section
involves a most troublesome question. It
is an axiom of administrative government,
such as the quasi-judicial agencies, that
some discretion must vest in the good judg-
ment and common sense of the administra-
tors. It is impossible for a statute to spell
out every detail. And this is even far more
difficult in the case of regulation of non-
common carriers. It is virtually impossible
~ spell out specifically in a statute just
what the public interest, convenience, and
necessity means or does not mean. There-
fore, regardless of ‘what many well-inten-
tioned and conscientious people may believe,
the regulatory agency must be given some
degree of authority to determine, case by
case, whether there has heen operation in
the ‘ublic interest, convenience, and neces-
sity. One of the principal complaints against
the Commission has been that it has inter-
preted the public interest in such manner
as to discriminate between licensees. It has
compelled licensees to wvary, modify, or
change program content or methods of do-
ing business by withholding renewals, or by
other methods without granting hearings
and mak'ng specific charges or complainta.
The Commission has no such power now; it
was not intended to have such power, and
this bill would not grant it such power.
But as the regulatory agency, the Commis-
sion should have and does have the author-

ity to grant or deny renewals of applica-

tions based on findings as to whether a
licen iee has operated in the public interest.
So lon; as the licensee or applicant has a
clear, definite, and orderly procedure to seek
a final determination on the question in the
courts, there can be no criticism of the regu-
latory function granted by the Congress.

The proposed language of this section does
not take away the Commission's authority
to make a finding whether or not a licensee
has operated in the public interest; it is,
in fact, afirmed. But it also makes clear
that the Commission does not have the
authority to tell a licensee, directly or in-
directly, what he can broadcast or cannot
broadcast, or how he should run his day-by-
day business.

SECTION 17

This section adds two new sections to the
Communications Act dealing with the dis-
cussion of public questions, sections 330 and
831.

It will be remen:bered that section 15 of
this bill dealt with political broadeasting in
a political campaign. Section 330 here pro=-
posed sets forth conditions governing broad-
casting of public or political questions which
do not fall within the purview of the politi-
cal campaign broadcast section. It is pro-
posed that if a licensee permits the use of
his facilities for the discussion of any pub-
lic question or issue, he must afford equal
opportunities for the presentation of dif-
ferent views on the question or issue. “Equal
opportunities” is deflned as in section 15 so
that all will have the same treatment, as to
time on the air, the number of stations, cost,
if any, and all other pertinent factors. It is
obvious that some provision is necessary to
meet the sharp criticlsm regarding lack of
fairness and equality on the air that fre-
quently has been expressed in recent years.
This proposed language is intended to &c-
complish that result. It provides, of course,
that neither the Commission nor the licen-
see shall have any authority to censor or
alter what is being said, except that material
advocating overthrow of the Government
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by force or viclence may be rejected by the
licensee and he shall have the right to have
a copy of the material to be broadeast in
sufficient time to examine its contents.

The cther proposed new section, section
331, provides that certain specific identifica-
tion data be made known to the listening
public in all cases of political broadecasts or
discussions of public questions coming
under sections 315 and 830. These identifi-
cation data include not only the name of the
speaker or speakers and the subject under
discussion, but likewise the capacity in
which the speaker appears—that is, whether
on his own account as an individual, candi-
date, or public officer, or as the representa-
tive, advocotc or employee of another; how
the time for the broadcast was made avail-
able, and if paid for, by whom. However, in
the case of a public officer, speaking as such,
only the name of the speaker, the office held
by whom the power of election or appoint-
ment is exercised is raquired as identifying
data.

It must be obvious that the public has
the right to know certain pertinent facts
regarding a person who Is seeking to con-
vince them of particular views on important
questions. Too often, advocates of a par-
ticular or issue have appeared under
false colors; sometimes they have been po-
litically beholden to the one for whom they
spoke; other times they were employees of
those espousing a particular course of con-
duct, ~ut the listening public never knew
the facts. This section is designed to bring
these facts out in the open; it does not stop
use of radio broadcasting; it merely pro-
vides for honest labeling.

SECTION 18

This sectlon also proposes a new section
to the act relating to identification of source
in news items and discussions of public

events over the radio. It provides that in -

the broadcasting of news items and in any
analysis of or comment on current events,
the source of the material shall be identi-
fied, and that editorial and interpretive
comment on news shall be identified as such.
It is designed to make clear to the listening
public what portion of a so-called news
broadeast is, in fact, news and what is its
source—l. e., & news agency, the news staff
or the radio station, or a special correspond-
ent; and to separate the news from the edi-
torlal comment or interpretation or analysis.
While there is no requirement in this sec-
tion that those who broadcast news reports
and commentators shall be identified in the
detail required i: political broadcasts, this
section is Intended to give the listening
public an opportunity to know what Is fact
and what is the editorial opinion or inter-
pretation by a speaker.

One of the largest radio networks already
has undertaken to follow this policy and is
worthy of commendation for it. It is com-
mon knowledge that in many so-called news
broadcasts not even the most discerning of
listeners is able to separate fact from opin-
ion. The factual news is so interlarded with
comment, personal viewpoint, and intrepre-
tation that the listener is hardly aware when
he is hearing fact and when he is hearing
opinion. There is no desire to prevent the
broadcasting of opinion or comment; many
listeners appreciate and even value the par-
ticular individual viewpoint of a particular
commentator and they would not be de-
prived of that interpretation. It should be
emphasized that the proposed section is not
a litimitation on free speech and cannot be
so construed or interpreted. It does not
limit access to the radio by any speaker,
analyst, or commentator; it does not limit
or modify in the slightest degree what he
may say. It does require honest labeling
and identification. It is designed to bring
into general operation in the industry a
policy which will avold distortion of the
news, to separate fact from fancy, to make
news reporting over the radio as factual as
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possible without at the same time inter-
fering with the right of free speech.
SECTION 19

This section proposes a new section, sec-
tion 333, to the Communications Act, re-
lating to chain broadcasting and station
ownership.

It proposes positive and unequivocal stat-
utory prohibitions against certain contrac-
tual relationships between the licensees of
broadcast stations and network organiza-
tions and on ownership of radio stations.
It should be emphasized that such prohibi-
tions, in generally similar terms, are presently
in effect, but as rules and regulations of the
Commission, and have been conformed to
by all licensees. But there is a serious ques-
tion whether or not the regulatory agency
had the statutory authority to make such
rules. This section would mmke clear that
the Commission has no power either over
the subject of the contractual relationship
between stations and networks or over limit-
ing ownership of stations and reaffirms the
power and authority of Congress and law.

More specifically, the so-called network
regulations promulgated by the Commis-
sion would be rendered inoperative and the
decision of the Supreme Court of the United
States in the case of National Broadcasting
Co., Inc., et al. v. U. S. et al., decided May
10, 1943, would be made Inapplicable to
section 303 (i) of the act as proposed to
be amended by section 7 of this bill. These
limitations on contractual relationships be-
tween licensees and network organizations
are aimed at pfeventing the continuance of
certain practices, which, in the opinion both
of the regulatory agency and most independ-
ent radio-station operators, have proved in-
imical to the individual licensee and to
broadcasting generally. They are designed
to free the individual licensee from con-
tractual restrictions imposed by networks
because of the latter's superior bargaining
position. They are not intended to be and
should not be construed as a condemnation
of networks or of the normral station-net-
work relationship which has been beneficial
in many respects. These limitations are
phrased in such a manner as to be well
understood by the industry and are in sub-
stance such that they will lend themselves
to speedy and convenient compliance.

Of the several prohibitions, it is believed
that only two require some explanation
The first is in paragraph 1 which is designed
to prevent a network from requiring a station
to carry only the programs of that network.

It would permit any station to carry the
programs of any network on time which is
not contracted for, and in the case of con-
tractual option provisions, to carry such pro-
grams in event the option has not been
exercised. The effect is simply to permit a
station to sell that portion of its unused
option time to a second network, but subject
to the initial option. The restrictions con-
tained in paragraph 4 relate only to option
time and would not prevent any station from

g as many network p as it
deems necessary in the service of its listening
public. The restrictions would, however,
operate as a limitation both upon the time
which any one network may option from any
one station, and upon the time which any
station may option to all networks,

Subsection (b) prohibits the ownership or
operation of more than one network by any
person or corporation. This prohibition has
been in force for several years by Commis-
slon rule and regulation and it 1s merely
proposed that Congress and the law shall
make this prohibition rather than the Com-
mission through broad interpretation of the
statute.

Bubsection (¢) proposes that 1 year after
the enactment of the bill, the Commission
shall not permit any person to own or con-
trol in the same area more than one broad-
cast station In any single band nor may any
person own stations in any single band
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which in the aggregate give a primary service
to more than 25 percent of the total popula-
tion of the United States.

It is important to note two sets of facts
in connection with the proposed limitations
on ownership:

First, the Commission by rule and regula-
tion already has banned the ownership by
one person of more than one station serving
substantially the same area or the owner=
ship of more than six frequency modulation
stations or five television stations. More-
over, it has indicated in a recent hearing that
it does not look with favor on the owner-
ship of more than six amplitude modulation
stations by one person. While the Commis-
slon has apparently issued such rules under
its own broad Interpretation of public in-
terest, convenience, and necessity, it is pro-
posed by this bill that Congress itself,
through the statute, lay down the policy
rather than permit so important a policy
determination to be made by administrative
edict.

Secondly, it should be emphasized that
Congress is here dealing with a fleld which
has a natural restriction of its own; the
frequency bands are not limitless and will
accommodate only a limited number of users.
It is cbviously poor public policy to permit
a field already limited by natural law to be
monopolized by a relatively few users. It is
axiomatic in a free democratic society that
competition not be restricted by statute and
that monopeoly be avoided. This policy is
doubly important in an art so heavily in-
vested with public interest as is radio broad-
casting.

It should be pointed out that these pro-
posed limitations on ownership are not bur-
densome and will work no great hardship
on existing licensees who own more than one
station. Each licensee would be tted
to own in each field—amplitude modulation;
frequency modulation, television, and fac-
simile—that number of stations which serve
up to one-fourth of the 140,000,000 people of
the United States, While the right to the
“eyes" and “ears” of 25 percent of the total
population may be criticized as a step In the
direction of monopoly, actually no one
licensee will have or can have the exclusive
privilege of the “eyes' and “ears” of that
number of people in view of the multiplicity
of stations in the major population centers
of the Natlon.

SECTION 20

This section proposes a new section 834 to
the act and prohibits the uttering of inde-
cent language or the making of false accu-
sations or charges by means of radio com-
munications The prohibition against in-
decent language is presently in the law (sec-
tion 326) but has been shifted to a new
sectlon as a matter of clarification. The
only new language is the prohibition against
false accusations or charges,

SECTION 21

This section adds a new subsection to sec-
tlon 401 of the present act to provide for the
issuance of declaratory orders. A recom-
mendation advocating ceclaratory orders by
administrative quasi-judicial agencies was
made in the Report of the Attorney General's
Committee on Administrative Procedure in
Government Agencies in 1941 but the policy
has not been adopted by many agencies and
specifically not by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission. One of the eriticisms of
governmental procedure, particularly that of
the regulatory agencies, is that in order to
test the legality, or even the meaning of a
regulation or rule, it 15 necessary to violate
it and incur penalties. This results in a
particularly difficult situation in the case of
radio broadcasting, involving as it does high-
ly technical and specialized rules applicable
to engineering ‘and other epecialized equip-
ment, and may, in many cases, actually
Jeopardize the license itself thus putting the
licensee out of business. It is proposed,
therefore, that the Commission issue declara-
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tory orders in cases of actual controversy
arising under any provision of the act, upon
petition. and after notice and opportunity
for hearing. This would make unnecessary
incurring the risk of violating the law in
order to secure an authoritative ruling.
Such orders would, of course, be subject to
Judicial review.
SECTION 22

This sectlon deals with the subject of judi-
cial review of the Commission's decisions and
orders and amends the present section 402
of the act. While this and the next two sec-
tions proposed are somewhat technical be-
cause they involve legal procedure, they are
among the most important proposals of this
bill in attempting to make clear, definite,
and orderly the procedure both before the
Commission and the‘courts.

Subsection (a) deals with judicial review
of Commission orders by specially constituted
three-judge courts. It substantially restates
existing law with needed clarifications, ex-
cept that a provision is inserted that would
give parties plaintiff, other than the Govern-
ment, an option of venue for such suits,
either in the appropriate United States dis-
trict court or in the United States District
Court for the Distriet of Columbia.

Subsections (b) through (§) deal with the
subject of judicial review of decisions and
orders of the Commission entered in the ex-
ercise of its radio licensing function. Since
the changes in existing law which would be
effected by the enactment of these subsec-
tions are several and substantial, detailed
consideration follows.

Subsection (b) attempts a more precise and
comprehensive definition of the jurisdiction
of the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia in cases appealed
from the Commission. The language of this
subgection, when considered in relation to
that of subsection (a), also would make
clear that judicial review of all cases involv-
ing the exercise of the Commission’s radio
licensing power is limited to that court.
Under present law confusion and controversy
has arisen concerning what decisions and
orders of the Commission might become the
subject of judicial review and in what court,
This has been carried to the point where the
time and effort of both litigants and courts
have been too much taken up with jurisdic-
tional problems rather than the merits of
particular cases. This subsection is designed
to obviate this difficulty.

Subsection (c) deals with the time for
and the manner of taking an appeal from
the Commission to the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and
the duty of the Commission with respect to
the filing and certification of the record in
the event that such an appeal is taken. The
appellate period is made 30 rather than 20
days as at present and provision is made that
the appellate period will run from date of
entry of the order appealed from rather than
its effective date. This subsection also defi-
nitely fixes and prescribes the nature and
extent of the jurisdiction of the appellate
court after a notice of appeal has been filed,
and confers upon that court, by specific lan-
guage rather than by inference, authority to
grant temporary relief, which may be either
affirmative or negative in its scope and ap-
plication.

Subsection (d) would continue in effect,
substantially, the provisions of section 402
(c) of existing law. It does, however, pro-
pose to settle certain ambiguities. The
Commission would be compelled to file with
the court both the record and its written
decision within a period of 30 days after the
filing «f an appeal. Present provisions of
law are susceptible of an interpretation
which would require the filing of the Com-
mission’s decision 30 days after the filing of
the record.
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Subsection (e) is a redraft of sectlon 402
(d) of existing law with minor clarifying
amendments,

Subsection (f) specifically confers upon the
appellate court the right to fix by rule the
material to be included in any record upon
which an appeal is to be heard and deter-
mined, While this is now the practice of
the United States Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia, questions have arisen
concerning that court’s power to take such
action due to the peculiar language of the
statute, This appears to be a matter which
obviously should be clarified.

Subsection (g) restates existing law found
in section 402 (e) of the act insofar as that
section deals with the duty and functions
of the appeilate court in arriving at its de-
cision. It should be observed that the jur-
isdiction of the appellate court is limited
to questions of law and that findings of fact
by the Commission, if supported by substan-
tial evidence, are conclusive, unless it ap-
pears that such findings are arbitrary or
capricious.

Subsection (h) contains provisions which
are intended to confer upon the appellate
court & measure of control commensurate
with the dignity and responsibility of that
tribunal, requiring the Commission to give
effect to the judgment of the court in the
absence of proceedings to review,

Bubsection (1) ecarries forward without
change provisions of section 402 (f) of exist-
ing law relating to the assessment of costs
on appeal,

Bubsection (j) provides that in a limited
class of cases appeals may be taken directly
and as a matter of right to the United States
Supreme Court. Under present law review
by the Supreme Court of decisions of the
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia is limited to certiorari pro-
ceedings and to certification by the court of
appeals. Experience has clearly demonstrat-
ed that it is extremely difficult for private
litlgants to secure an ultimate Supreme
Court review of Commission action by the
certiorarf method. Since 1927 only one such
petition has been granted upon request of a
private litigant, whereas only one such peti-
tion has been denied when filed by the Gov-
ernment. The result has been that many
cases involving Commission action on ap-
plications for renewal and modification of
license have during this period of 20 years
been reviewed by the Supreme Court upon
request of the Government and only one has
received such consideration upon petition
of a private litigant. Since either revocation
or renewal proceedings may result in abso-
lute or final loss of license, it is believed that
adequate opportunity should be given the
parties affected in such cases to litigate their
claims; and that in this limited class of cases
opportunity should extend to and include
review by the highest judicial tribunal.
Buch appeals, as 8 matter of right, are given
in practically all cases involving decisions
and orders of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission and are given under section 402 (a)
of the Communieations Act In cases which
involve the exercise by the Commission of
its legislative, as distinguished from its judi-
cial, powers,

SECTION 23

This section amends section 405 of the
present act to conform rehearing procedure
before the Commission to the changes in the
administrative organization of the Commis-
slon proposed in section 5 of this bill. It also
would make more definite and certain the
rights and remedies of interested parties in
this, the final stage in the administrative
process.

Provision is made for delaying the eflective
date of any decision, order, or requirement
made in any case which is the subject of
petition for rehearing until after final deci-
sion upon such petition. This section also
is designed to eliminate doubt now prevalent
concerning when a petition for rehearing
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must be filed before judicial review of the
Commission's order can be had. Under the
provisions proposed here, the petition for
rehearing will not be a condition precedent
to judicial review except where the party
seeking such review was not a party to the
proceedings before the Commission resulting
in such order or where the party seeking
such review relles upon gquestions of law or
fact upon which the Commission has been
afforded no opportunity to pass. It should
be emphasized here that the principal justi-
fication for the establishment and mainte-
nance of administrative agencies is to afford
parties in interest an opportunity to present
their claims and have them originally deter-
mined in an orderly fashion without re-
course to the courts, when possible. Under
the provisions of existing law these salutary
prineciples have not always been followed by
the Commission. The situation requires cor-
rection, and it is belleved that this section
will accomplish that result.

SECTION 24

This section proposes an amendment to
section 408 (a) of the present law dealing
generally with hearings before the Commis-
sion. It is designed to make definite and
certain the procedure to be employed by
the Commission in all cases where a public
hearing is required by the act or other ap-
plicable provisions of law.

It would appear clear that in any adver-
sary proceeding where a public hearing is
required, an opportunity should be afforded
all parties in Interest to appear before and
present evidence to the persons charged with
the responsibility of making an initial de-
termination. Such action not only is neces-
sary to proper administration but to con-
fidence in the agency itself, Under present
Commission practice such an opportunity
may or may not be given. It also must ap-
pear clear that before any final decision is
rendered, all parties whose rights are to be
affected should be given an opportunity to
present their views concerning the points
at lssue to the authority charged with the
final or ultimate declzion. Again, under
present practice by the Commission, such
an opportunity may or may not be afforded.

Thus, the procedure employed by the
Commission has led to a great deal of con-
troversy and there has been a decided lack
of uniformity both in the handling of such
matters and the character of reports sub-
mitted by the hearing officer. The language
here proposed would require not only the
submission of a uniform type of report set-
ting out in detail and with particularity all
basic or evidentiary facts developed as a
result of the evidence taken but also con-
clusions of fact and law upon each issue
submitted for hearing. It also would make
mandatory the hearing of oral argument by
the Commission or the Division having
Jjurisdiction of any case upon request of any
party before the entry of a final order. The
Commission or Division also would be re-
quired to accompany any final order with a
full statement in writing of all the relevant
facts as well as conclusions of law upon those
facts. The adoption of this section would
give statutory recognition to a procedure
whereby the parties in interest in adversary
proceedings before the Commission may se-
cure a full and fair hearing as that term
has been defined by the Supreme Court in
the Morgan cases. That is the minimum
which parties having business before the
Commission have the right to expect.

In this section, an attempt has again been
made to conform to the recommendations
of the Report of the Attorney General's Com=
mittee on Administrative Procedure. The
proposed new language is wholly consistent
with those recommendations and the leglis-
lation that has resulted from them.

SECTION 25

This sectlon proposes a new section to
title IV of the act, section 418, dealing with
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discrimination, It would prohibit the Com-~
mission from taking any action which may
result in discrimination between persons
based upon race, or religious or political af-
filiation, or kind of occupation, or business
association. Among other things this sec-
tion would prevent the Commission from
adopting any rule, regulation, or  policy
which, for example, denies radlo broadcast
licenses to newspapers. It also would pre-
vent the Commission from holding certain
applications, or classes of applications, in an
inactive status and, in general, prevent the
denial, in whole or in part, of any right,
privilege, benefit, or license where adequate
right or entitlement is shown.

RENT CONTROL—AMENDMENTS

Mr. CORDON submifted amendments
intended to be proposed by him to the bill
(S. 1017) providing for the temporary
continuation of rent control, transfer-
ring reni control to the Housing Expe-
diter, providing for creation of local ad-
visory boards on rent control, and for
other purposes, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

SCHCOL BUILDING IN MOCLIPS, GRAYS
. HARBOR COUNTY, WASH.—CHANGE OF
REFERENCE

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, on May 20,
1947, the bill (S. 1318) to provide funds
for cooperation with the school board of
the Moclips-Aloha district for the con-
struction and equipment of a new school
building in the town of Moclips, Grays
Harbor County, Wash., to be avail-
able to both Indian and non-Indian chil-
dren, was introduced by the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Cain] and re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. At the request of the
author of the bill, and because it deals
with Indian affairs, I ask unanimous
consent that the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare be discharged from
the further consideration of the bill and
that it be referred to the Committee on
Public Lands.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H. R. 3348) to declare the
policy of the United States with respect
to the allocation of costs of construction
of the Coachella division of the All-
American Canal irrigation project, Cali-
fornia, was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Public
Lands.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, May 23, 1947, he presented
to the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (S. 854) to amend section
502 (a) of the act entitied “An act to ex-
pedite the provision of housing in con-
nection with national defense, and for
other purposes.”

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,

. see the end of Senate proceedings.)
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MEETING OF INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Subcom-
mittee having before it Senate bill 249
be permitted to sit this afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, consent is granted.

CONTINUATION OF CERTAIN WAR POW-
ERS—MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
(H. DOC. NO. 266)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States, which
was read and referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

(For President’s message see today's
proceedings of the House of Representa-
tives on pp. 5734-5735.)

MRS. ROSCOE C. O'BYRNE, PRESIDENT
GENERAL, DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERI-
CAN REVOLUTION

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. Fresident, this
is a happy day for the Hoosier State.

That great organization—the Daugh-
ters of the American Revolution—has
chosen an Indiana woman for its presi-
dent general.

I want to take a moment to tell the.

Senate that Indiana is proud of Mrs.
Roscoe C. O'Byrne, of Brookville, Ind.,
the new leader of the DAR.

Mrs. O'Byrne, Indiana's first presi-
dent general of the DAR since 1902, is
a very gracious and capable lady. She
won her national mark in the organiza-
tion while serving recently as the na-
tional registrar general.

I am happy to have this opportunity
to pay due tribute to a woman of whom
all of Indiana is justly proud.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR O'CONOR ON
JURY SERVICE IN UNITED STATES
COURTS

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I re-
quest unanimous consent to insert in the
body of the Recorp a statement I have
issued relating to certain pending pro-
posals affecting the rendition of jury
service in the courts of the United
States.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR O'CONOR REGARDING
5. 17, B. 18, AND §. 19

Because of their far-reaching importance
I suggest that Members of this Congress
should give studied attention to several
bills relating to jury service in the Federal
courts. The bills now pending before the
Judiciary Committee (8. 17, 18, and 19) are
designed to strengthen greatly one of the
fundamental bulwarks of our democracy.

They are the products of intensive and
highly skilled study by distinguished mem-
bers of the Federal judiciary and are spon-
sored by the Chief Justice and the senior
circuit judges of the United States. They
have the support of the Attorney General
and many of the trial judges on the Federal
district courts whose dally work 1t is to ad-
minister the jury system. In addition, the
measures have been carefully examined and
approved by many of the Nation’s leading
lawyers and bar associations. It is not often
that we find such unanimity of Informed
opinion In support of change in the laws
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dealing with so fundamental a subject, and
for this reason, if for no other, the bills
should receive the careful consideration of
every Senator. ]

Together they constitute part of an over-
all effort on the part of the judiciary to
improve the administration of justice at the
point where it most directly touches not only
those who are members of the legal profes-
sion, but also, and most important, the lives
of the average citizen. For the quality of
Federal justice, and consequently the welfare
of all litigants, depends to & very large de-
gree upon the jurors who are called to decide
the issues presented by the cases that are
the routine business of the courts. It is
axiomatic that many citizens whose only
contact with the courts arises from their call
for jury duty will, from that experience, form
basic opinions regarding the efficiency of the
judicial process. It is, therefore, incumbent
upon judges and legislators to see to it that
the system of jury selection is the best that
we are able to devise,

The framework which these bills propose is
a long stride toward this goal. The commit-
tee of district judges which formulated them
after 2 years of study has stated its ob-
Jective In an extensive report as follows:
“Jurors to serve in the district courts of the
United States should be drawn from every
economic and social group of the community
without regard to race, color, or politics, and
those chosen to serve as jurors should pos-
Bess as high a degree of intelligence, morality,
integrity, and common sense as can be found
by the persons charged with the duty of
making the selection.” Following this in-
disputable objective, the committee of
Judges presented a number of definite and
highly constructive recommendations for
actlon to improve the present system.
Among them are the three highly important
measures which are now under consideration
and which cannot be made effective without
congressional action.

The primary proposal, Senate 18, estab-
lishes for the Federal courts, uniform quali-
fications for jurors called to serve in those
courts. It thus frees the Federal courts of
the present requirement that in selecting
jurors they must follow the qualifications
prescribed by the laws of the State where
the Federal district court sits. The proposed
change would make all adult citizens eligible
for both grand and petit jury service except
those who have been convicted of a felony
or misdemeanor involving moral turpitude,
or who lack knowledge of the English lan-
guage or who have disqualifying physical or
mental infirmities. It exempts from service
members of the armed forces on active duty,
and it permits those who have served as
jurors within a year, or who are public offi-
cers of the United States or of the States to
claim exemptlon.

Under its broad provisions, women are ell-
gible for jury duty to the same extent as men.
There will thus be made available for this
important civil duty, great sections of the
community, many of them excellent and
willing citizens, who heretofore have been ex-
cluded from juries by the exemptions and
disqualifications that still exist in many of
the States. The committee of judges found
at least 68 general classes of exemption of
this sort, covering so wide a range of busi-
ness, professional, and trade groups that they
inevitably prevent the calling of a jury that
is truly representative of the community, and
they often limit jury duty to those who are
least qualified to serve. Discretion would be
vested in the judge to excuse from jury serv-
ice those whose service would cause,undue
hardship.

Senate 17, dealing with the jury commis-
slon, is designed to supplement and effectuate
the qualifications stated in 8. 18. It makes
definite gn agency of judicial administration
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that has been for many years in an uncertain
and ill-defined condition in the Federal stat-
utes. Fundamentally, it places the ultimate
responsibility for the direction of jury selec-
tion squarely upon the presiding district
judge, who, because of his intense interest in
the efficient and just decision of cases, is by
all standards best qualified to supervise it.

Under the court’s direction, a jury com-
mission, consisting of the clerk and one other
commissioner appointed by the court, are to
choose from the eligible citizenry, “without
reference to party affillation” those qualified
persons “who in their opinion are intelligent,
honest, fair minded, of good reputation and
capable of rendering satisfactory service,” and
to keep suitable records regarding them. At
least 300 of the names thus selected will be
put in a wheel or box for drawing by lot each
time a panel of jurors is needed. The bill
provides that in selecting names, the jury
commission may require the persons under
consideration to answer a questionnaire, or
to respond to a personal interview to deter-
mine whether or not they are qualified.

These procedures have been found to be
extremely valuable in preventing the un-
necessary calling of persons who are not
eligible or who will, in any event, be excused
because of the necessities of their occupation,
their financial condition, or in the public in-
terest. Omne of the features of the bill is the
provision which it makes for the appoint-
ment in metropolitan districts, where the
court and the judicial conference thinks it
essential, of salaried jury commissioners who
will devote full time to their exacting duties.
In the ordinary rural district, where the
court business is not so heavy, the bill con-
templates part-time commissioners who are
to be paid a moderate per diem for the days
upon which they work.

Senate 19 relates to the compensation of
jurors. It continues the present meager $4
per day fee for jury service, but, in addition,
it permits payment of not over $2 per day
for actual travel and subsistence expense. At
the present time most Federal courts pay
round-trip travel expenses to jurors who re-
side outside of the locality where the court
sits, but this is limited to only one trip a
week, and for jurors who remain overnight
at the place of holding court, there is no pro-
vision to pay the expense of subsistence or
lodging except the $4 which they receive as
compensation for their jury duty. This re-
sults in real financial hardship, particularly
in these days of high food and hotel prices.
Under the bill, expenses for dally travel home
or, where that is impracticable, an allowance
for subsistence, not to exceed in : ny case
§2 a day will be provided to alleviate the
hardship.

The new law would also permit a judge to
allow jurors compensation up to $10 a day
if they are required to serve at a single trial
which lasts over 30 days. Such long trials
now result in severe financial loss to many
jurors, and the amount allowed is small
recompense for the loss of income or even
employment which sometimes follows.

In these times of troubled international
and domestic conditions, we often overlook
those of our institutions which are best
adapted to insure justice, peace, and tran-
quillity at home, and respect for our way of
life from abroad. A great danger lies in the
passive assumption that all is well with our
courts. The judiciary, acting under the au-
thority of the Congress, has shown itself to
be alert to this danger,

These three proposals to reform the jury
system will establish standards of jury ad-
ministration which, under the wise guidance
of carefully selected judges, will insure to our
citizens thelr right to have their cases tried
by a fair, impartial, and intelligent jury of
their peers. As such, the measures will im-
prove the Federal courts, and at the time
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serve as examples which the States and other
nations may well follow. In this they are
similar to the highly successful Federal Rules
of Civil and Criminal Procedure, recently
made effective under the authority of the
Congress by the United States Supreme Court.
It is our plain duty to strengthen the judi-
clal structure by promptly enacting these
bills into law. {

Our citizens are justly proud of the high
standards being maintained in our Federal
Judicial system. This highly desirable sit-
uation is due, in no small measure, to the
efficiency, integrity, and zeal of our Federal
judges and other court officials.

It is our duty to afford this branch of our
Government every facility to bring about
continued satisfactory operation of this im-
portant work.

It is for this reason that I favor the pas-
sage of the three proposals which have been
referred to in this statement. "

THE VOICE OF AMERICA—EDITORIAL
FROM THE WASHINGTON TIMES-HER-
ALD

Mr. McCKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REcorp as a part of my remarks an edi-
torial entitled * ‘Voice' of What?” pub-
lished in the Washington Times-Herald
of May 22, 1947. I ask Senators to ex-
amine it. I think they will find many
things in the editorial that are very in-
teresting.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

“VOICE" OF WHAT?

“Conducted by a group of pro-Communist
fellow travelers and muddleheads, they fill
the ether with tons of material favorable to
the Soviet Union and the Communists, or
just plain twaddle.”

The quotation is from a recent speech in
the House by Representative Frep E. BUSBEY,
Republican, of Illinois, about the Volce of
America.

This alleged American voice is the State
Department’s radio set-up, under Assistant
Secretary of State Willilam Benton, for the
broadcasting of United States promotion
stuff to other countries, including Russia.

When the State Department asked recent-
ly for thirty-one-million-and-some-odd dol-
larss to keep the voice prattling for another
year, the House cut the request by exact’ 100
percent.

Representative KarL E. MunoT, Republican,
of South Dakota, is now backing a bill to let
the voice go on talking, but on a reduced
budget and under a management from
which the FBI would have carefully sifted
out all Communists, fellow travelers, and
other subversives,

When you consider that these broadcasts
reach few If any people in gagged and ear-
plugged Soviet Russia, the whole project
seems pretty futile, even though Generals
Eisenhower and Marshall and various other
prominent persons think it is a fine thing.

If we must have the volce, though, it cer-
tainly should be Edgar Bergen'd by Ameri-
cans whose loyalty is unquestionable. That
has not been happening under the Benton
management to date,

Benton’s three top assistants in charge of
the Voice of America broadcasts have been
Messrs. Willlam T Stone, Haldore E. Han-
son and Charles A. Thomson.

Stone is an ex-member of the editorial
board of Amer-Asia magazine, which has
printed large amounts of pro-Russian copy.
Hanson was for long a soldier of fortune in
China, where his best friends and confldants
were Chinese Communists. He was shifted
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hurriedly to another State Department niche
when the congressional heat was turned on
the “Voice.” Thomson has had considerable
to do with production of pro-Communist
movies, and 1s on record with some loud
pralses of the Communists' activities in the
Spanish clvil war.

Many of Benton's lesser helpers were in-
herited from Archibald MacLeish's and Elmer
Davis' old Office of War Iniormation, which
was notorious for its high percentage o’ Red
and fellow-traveler employees

Benton says he was unfamiliar with most
of the “Voice” program contents. The an-
swer to that 15, we'd say, Then what are the
taxpayers paying Benton his $10,000 a year
for? To sit around and look pretty?

We'd suggest urgently that if Congress
keeps the Voice of America alive at all, it at
least insist on a personne] clean-up from top
to bottom; and If it wants to start with Ben-
ton himself we don't expect to object.

THE CONVICTION OF CARL ALDO
MARZANI

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on
yesterday I read with much interest the
newspaper account of the trial of a man
by the name of Carl Aldo Marzani, for-
mer employee of the Office of Strategic
Services and State Department, who yes-
terday was convicted by the District
Court on all 11 counts of an indictment
which charged that he had falsified
about his Communist connections to get
on the Federal pay roll.

The case was tried before Judge Keech
and a jury, and the newspaper article
said that the jury was composed of white
and colored members.

Mr. President, I want to take off my hat
to this court ane jury. The result shows
the great value of the age-old system of
trial by jury. According to the newspa-
per accounts—and I followed them very
closely; I hardly know why—the evidence
was ample to sustain a conviction, and
the jury did its entire duty. The fact
that a part of the jury were colored pays
high tribute to the jury trial system, and
I wish to commend each and every mem-
ber of the jury for his or her upstanding
Americanism as shown by verdict. We
have too many Communists in high po-
sition now in this country, and we ought
to get rid of them in all our Government
departments. Again I wish to commend
the outstanding Americanism and hon-
esty and uprightness of this Washington
jury, composed of both white and colored
members.

Mr, President, I do not wish to be un-
derstood in the slightest degree as en-
deavoring to interfere with the orderly
course of the administration of justice
in any step which may have been taken
in this case, but I simply want to express
my e9proval of what was done by this
very patriotic and splendid judge, and
by the jury composed of two of the great
segments of our people.

AMERICAN LIBERALISM FACES THE FU-
TURE—ADDRESS BY SENATOR MUR-
RAY

[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an address
entitled “American Liberalism Faces the Fu-
ture,” delivered by him at the annual dinner
of the Liberal Party of New York State in
Brooklyn, N. Y., May 21, 1947, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]
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STATEMENT BY BSENATOR MYERS ON
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APFROPRIA-
TIONB
[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp a statement made

by him before a subcommittee of the Senate

Committee on Appropriations, regarding

House bill 3123, making appropriations for

the Interior Department for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1948, which appears in the

Appendix. |

PENDING LABOR LEGISLATION—ADDRESS

‘BY SENATOR WILEY
[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REecorp an address on

“A Pro-American Labor Law,” to be de-

livered by him over AEC national network,

May 23, 1847, at 4 p. m., which appears in

the Appendix.]

STATEMENT OF LIBERALISM
[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the Recorp a statement
setting forth a standard of political conduct
for those who believe in liberalism or pro-
gressivism, which appears in the Appendix.]

UPSTREAM ASPECTS OF THE MISSOURI
BASIN—STATEMENT BY JOHN W.
SPENCER
[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp a statement

entitled “Upstream Aspects of the Missourl

Basin,” by John W. Spencer, regional for-

ester. United Btates Forest Service, Denver,

Colo.. before the Missouri Basin Inter-Agency

Committee at Cheyenne, Wyo., January 16,

1947, which appears in the Appendix.]

A REPUBLICAN CONGRESS SHOULD TAKE
ACTION ON THE PRESIDENT'S ECO-
NOMIC REFORT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to-
day for the purpose of discussing what 1
consider to be one of the most important
documents of the postwar period, a docu-
ment which represents the first effort of
our Government since the end of the war
to come to grips with the problem of pre-
venting a future depression, a document
which has been widely discussed through-
out the country, a document which, so
far as the Congress is concerned, is filed,
forgotten, and forlorn. - I believe the doc-
ument bears a very close relationship to
the legislation now pending before the
Senate, because it seems to me that an
intelligent solution of our economic
problems which threaten a future de-
pression must be considered by the Con-
gress before it takes final action on any
tax measure.

I refer, of course to the economic re-
port of the President transmitted to the
Congress on January 8, 1947, in ac-
cordance with section 3 (a) of the Em-
ployment Act of 1946.

The big guestion before the world to-
day, Mr. President, is whether World
War I is to be followed by another period
of boom and bust—a period that will lead
once again to world-wide depression, bit-
ter economic conflicts among nations,
and perhaps to war itself, After the last
war, instead of contributing to the de-
velopment of a healthy world economy,
America became a sore spot which in-
fected every other country. Immediately
after the war we had a wild inflation,
then a brief depression. Then followed
the seven fat years of the great American
boom—a boom which culminated in the
gt::atest economic collapse in our his-

V.
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Today the whole world is looking anx-
iously toward America—anxiously and,
I am ashamed to admit it, somewhat
skeptically. All the countries of the
world know that another depression in
America will sweep like wild fire around
the globe and put an end to all our
dreams of fruitful cooperation among
nations. All the other countries in the
world are afraid that we have not learned
our lesson, that we have failed to read
the history of the past and that sooner
or later the American economy will col-
lapse.

It was to avoid this danger that the
Congress of the United States in Febru-
ary of last year enacted the Employment
Act of 1946. The purpose of this act was
to establish machinery whereby the
President and the Congress could work
fogether in developing an effective and
prudent program for maintaining use-
ful employment opportunities for those
able, willing, and seeking to work, and

for promoting maximum employment, .

production, and purchasing power.

This act, Mr. President, was passed
after intensive hearings and considerable
debate in both Houses of Congress. It
represented a synthesis of many oppos-
ing views and as such was not regarded
as a perfect document either by those
who had originally sponsored the meas-
ure or by those who had opposed it in its
original form.

But all of those Members of Congress,
Mr. President, who were connected with
the legislative activities on this measure
were convinced that the administration
of the act was far more important than
the wording of any section or clause.

The act provided that at the beginning
of each regular session the President
should transmit to the Congress a new
type of document entitled the “Economic
Report.” While the act attempted to set
forth in considerable detail the scope and
content of this Economic Report, the
question in the minds of those who voted
for the act were: “How well will the
President live up to this mandate? How
effective an economic report will he
really transmit to the Congress?”

The act set up a new agency of gov-
ernment—a Council - of Economic Ad-
visers. This Council, composed of three

qualified economists was to assist and

advise the President in the preparation
of the Economic Report. The questions
in our minds, Mr. President, were, Will
the President appoint competent men to
this Council? Will the Council operate
as an effective advisory board or will it
be merely anothe: bureaucratic append-
age of the Federal Government?

We have now had before us for more
than 4 months the Economic Report of
the President. This report was prepared
according to President Truman’s letter
of transmittal, with the advice and as-
sistance of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, members of the Cabinet, and heads
of independent agencies. Through it,
in accordance with the act, the Presi-
dent has undertaken a comprehensive re-
view of the economic health of our coun-
try. In it, he has submitted an over-all
economic program for the Federal Gov-
ernment.

This report, Mr. President, provides a
basis for appraising the extent to which
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President Truman has or has not been
successful in carrying out the declaration
of policy set forth by Congress in the
Employment Act of 1946. It provides a
basis for judging the performance of the
Council of Economic Advisers.

But it represents much more than a
basis - upon which the President may be
judged. It represents a challenge to the
Congress. In particular, it constitutes a
challenge to the leaders of the Repub-
lican Party.

In submitting this Economic Report to
the Congress the President has shown
where he stands. The gquestion now be-
fore the people is, “Where does the Re-
publican Party stand?”

Mr. President, this challenge must be
met squarely. It cannot be dodged. It
must be met by our telling the American
people exactly where we stand and why
we stand where we stand.

Where the proposals of the President
are sound, we must back him up to the
hilt. Where we believe the President’s
proposals are wrong, we must openly
oppose him. And in both situations we
must state the reasons for our position
so that the members of our party
throughout the country will understand
the why and wherefore of our actions.

The Economic Report is also a chal-
lenge to each Member of the Congress
regardless of the party to which he be-
longs. The subjects with which the Eco-
nomic Report deals are the livelihood,
the happiness, the bread, and the but-
ter of the people who elected each of us
to his position in the Congress. It would
be bad faith, indeed, to the people of my
State if I, as a Senator from Oregon,
failed to give adequate attention to a
Presidential message to the Congress
which deals so directly with matters af-
fecting the lives and livelihood of every
inhabitant of my State.

As one of the Republican sponsors of
the Full Employment Act, I speak with
an additional sense of responsibility. I
offered and spoke for the first amend-
ments to the original bill, which amend-
ments, Mr. President, were adopted and
made a part of the bill; and I, therefore,
along with certain other Republican Sen-
ators whose names I shall mention in a
moment, became a cosponsor of the full-
employment bill, If it had not been for
the active participation of the Republi-
can sponsors of this measure—who in-
clude the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. ToseY], the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. A1xEN], and vhe Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. LANGER], as well as myself—
this legislation could never have been
passed.

Accordingly, I have been extremelysin-
terested in the Economic Report and
since January 8, the day it was trans-
mitted to Congress, have been carefully
studying and evaluating it. I have done
so, even though I am not a member of the
Economic Report Committee. I think
the record is perfectly clear as to why
I am not a member of that committee,
although I think it should be stated that
in accordance with custom and tradition
one of the cosponsors of the bill from the
Republican side of the aisle should have
been appointed a member of the Eco-
nomic Report Committee. We were en-
titled te that from the Republican lead-
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ership in the Senate so that our point of
view could have been manifested at all
times on the committee. I am sure that
had any one of us been appointed as a
member of the committee, he would have
been as insistent as I am in this speech
that action should be taken on the report
by the Congress. We would not have
permitted the record of inaction which
has thus far been made on the report.
But, Mr. President, party discipline is a
very interesting thing sometimes, and it
takes on a variety of forms, However, I
think I shall succeed in demonstrating
to the Republican leadership in the Sen-
ate that a Member of the Senate—at
least on the floor of the Senate—cannot
be disciplined if lLe refuses to be disei-
plined. They can deny some of us our
committee appointment rights, but they
cannot stop us from fighting for the
right on the floor of the Senate. They
cannot stop us from pointing out the
failure of the Republicans to meet the
challenge of this report.

I have now reached certain tentative
conclusions concerning its virtues and
its defects. I say tentative conclusions
because the subjects dealt with in the
Economic Report are so vast and com-
plex that final conclusions upon its con-
tents can really be reached only after the
report has been more fully discussed and
debated in the Congress. The only final
conclusion I have reached is that the re-
port deserves full discussion and debate
by the Congress. It is for this reason
then, Mr. President, that I shall now
proceed to discuss in some detail what I
conceive to be the virtues and defects of
the Economic Report of the President.

The Economic Report is relatively a
short document, only 32 pages long, with
an excellent statistical appendix of an-
other 22 pages.

The first part of the report presents
an analysis of the economy. The second
part presents the President’s short-range
economic program. The third and final
part presents the President’s long-range
program. Let us examine each of these
parts of the report in order.

EUMMARY OF REPORT'S ANALYSIS OF THE

ECONOMY

The report’s analysis of economic
trends leads off with a review of employ-
ment, production, and purchasing power
in 1946. During 1946, it is pointed out,
civilian employment approached fifty-
eight million, the highest civilian em-
ployment this Nation has ever known—a
level substantially in accord with the
objectives stated by the Congress in the
Employment Act. In 1946, production
also mounted to new peacetime levels.
Nevertheless, production did not reach
its peak in relation to productive ca-
pacity because of shortages of materials,
bottlenecks, and other reconversion diffi-
culties. With respect to purchasing
power, the report points out that the sit-
uation was not quite so satisfactory.
Although cash and credit were available
to purchasers in large amounts, the rise
in prices which occurred the last 6
months f 1646 greatly reduced purchas-
ing power of the large majority of our
people.

The report then discusses prices,
wages, and profits in 1946. It charts the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

extremely rapid increase in prices sub-
sequent to the relaxation of price con-
trols in the late fall. It shows that be-
tween July 1945 and July 1946 the wage
increases which occurred as a result of
the first postwar round of wage increases
were nearly half offset by reductions in
overtime, declines in piecework earnings,
and the shift of workers from higher-
paid wartime to lower-paid peacetime
jobs. Since 1946, the report points out,
price increases have outstripped in-
creases in wage rates and real earnings
have fallen. With respect to profits, the
report makes it perfectly clear that the
profit picture has been extremely un-
even as between industries. It issues a
warning which I think we can well heed,
because there is a great deal of loose talk
in America today about profits. It
cautions those who would infer that all
industries or all firms in a given indus-
iry were operating at a highly profitable
level in 1946 or that none were incurring
losses. The facts do not bear out such a
conclusion. Despite these qualifications,
however, the report shows that profits
increased steadily throughout the year
and that in general business received
exceptional profits in 1946.

There then follows a discussion of
what is called the Nation's economic
budget as distinguished from the Fed-
eral Government's budget. The Na-
tion’s economic budget shows the ex-
penditures and receipts not only of the
Federal Government, but also of State
and local governments, of business, and
consumers, and indicates the place in
the economy of international transac-
tions. -In this manner, one is able to
get an over-all view of the economy.

A number of basic points evolve from
this presentation. First of all, Govern-
ment expenditures were significantly re-
duced during 1946. This meant that
higher private expenditures were needed
to sustain a high. enough level of na-
tional income. Second, business expend-
itures increased, although a part of the
increase reflected higher prices rather
than increased production. Third, con-
sumer expenditures rose, but practically
all of the increase was attributable to the
price rise. Consumer incomes rose less
than expenditures and actually declined
in real terms.

The report next discusses employment,
production, and purchasing power ob-
jectives for 1947. This portion of the
analysis conforms with the requirement
of the Employment Act in section 3 (a)
that the President's economic report set
forth the levels of employment, produc-
tion, and purchasing power needed to
carry out the stated objectives of the
act.

The 1947 goal for employment accord-
ing to the report should be to sustain
employment at about the 1946 levels or
slightly higher.

The 1947 goal for production should be
perhaps an over-all increase of 5 per-
cent beyond the 1946 level.

With respect to purchasing power no
goal is set in dollar figures. The point
is made, however, that if the employ-
ment and production goals are to be
efficient, real purchasing power must rise
sufficiently to take the increased pro-
duction off the market.
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The report then discusses favorable
and unfavorable factors in 1947—as they
relate to consumer demand, business in-
vestments, international transactions,
and Government budgets.

With respect to consumer demand, the
favorable factors are the consumer de-
mand for many goods that have been
scarce during the war years and the
exXistence of higher levels of incomes
than existed in prewar years. The un-
favorable factors are the decline in real
incomes resulting from higher prices and
the rapid dwindling of consumer savings
and a dangerous expansion of install-
ment and credit buying.

It is interesting to note that preceding
the “bust” of 1929 one of the phenomena
present in our economic system of that
tim2 was the great increase in install-
ment and credit buying.

With respect to business demand, the
favorable factors are the availability of
abundant capital funds, ample bank
credit, a highly rewarding profit level
during 1946 and a huge backlog demand
for construction. The unfavorable fac-
tors are the fear of a drop in geneial con-
sumer demand, the uncertainty with re-
spect to management-labor disputes, the
high cost of construetion, and certain
shortages in basic materials.

With respect to international trans-
actions, the favorable factors are the vast
backlog of reconstruction demand and
the existence of large dollar resources on
the part of many countries. The un-
favorable factors are derived from our
current high prices, which could make
some countries reluctant to buy from us,
and the fears of other countries concern-
ing our willingness and ability to increase
our imports and extend our foreign loans.

With respect to Government budgets,
the report presents an extremely inter=-
esting table which does not appear in
the budget message. This table entitled
“Federal Cash Paymeénts to the Public”
breaks down estimated Government ex-
penditures for the calendar years of 1946
and 1947 according to the type of recip-
ients and character of the payments.

The President estimates that the total
decline in Federal expenditures from the
calendar year of 1946 to the calendar year
of 1947 will be a little less than $6,000,-
000,000.

The opposite trend is found in State
and local expenditures which have stead-
ily increased since VJ-day.

Finally, the report summarizes pres-
ent economic conditions and trends.

On the plus side of the economic ledger
are listed:

First. A fabulous wealth of resources.

Second. Large and efficient industrial
plants.

Third. Ample funds for business ex-
pansion, together with high profit incen-
tives in most lines.

Fourth. A large and skilled labor force.

Fifth. Higher consumer spending
than power before the war.

Sixth. A backlog of unsatisfied domes-
tic and foreign demand.

Seventh. The high standards of living
to which our people have become accus-
tomed.

The most important unfavorable fac-
tor in the economic situation is the
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marked decline in real purchasing pow-
er of great numbers of consumers. Let
me, at this point, quote directly from the
report:

Maximum production and employment
this year would allow a substantial increase
in the available supply of consumer goods
and services, especially in the area of dur-
able goods, This requires higher real pur-
chasing power to take the goods off the
market.

If price and wage adjustments are not
made—and made soon enough—there is a
danger that consumer buying will falter.
Orders to manufacturers will decline, pro-
duction will drop and unemployment will
grow—unless consumers resort to large ad-
ditional borrowing and use of past savings
to buy the increased supply of goods. These
temporary expedients are limited in power
and even if available would only postpone
the day of reckoning.

Second, the report indicates & danger
of a weakening in investment resulting
from the high prices of residential con-
struction and the possibility of a slacken-
ing in industrial and commercial con-
struction.

The third unfavorable factor is the
uncertainty ~ith respect to labor-man-
agement strife, a subject which was dis-
cussed more fully in the President’s
State of the Union message.

In summing up the analysis of the
economic trends the report ends on the
following note:

During this year the underlying favorable
factors are strong enough to maintain high
prosverity. But this year brings us face to
- face with naladjustments and unfavorable
possibilittes which, if not corrected or pre-
vented, could cause a recession in production
and employment. The Government will
watch this situation and be prepared for
action If needed.

APPRAISAL OF THE REPORT'S ANALYSIS OF THE
ECONOMY

The analysis of economic trends which
I have just summarized has both virtues
and defects.

On the credit side I list the fact that
the Economic Report does not indulge
in any puerile attempts to predict the
future. The report is written with a
discriminating awareness of the fact that
in a free enterprise, private property
economy there are so many variable fac-
tors that it is impossible to make accurate
forecasts on the future course of eco-
nomic events. One need only recall the
fact that two years ago Administration
officials were openly predicting 6 to 8

-million people unemployed in 1946 to
realize that the type of analysis provided
in the Economic Report represents a sig-
nificant forward step.

The second virtue is the clear and
forthright maner in which the Economic
Report puts its finger upon diminishing
consumer purchasing power as-the single
greatest threat to economic stability.
During the 1920's there was the failure of
purchasing power to keep pace with our
productive capacity which finally result-
ed in the devastating depression that be-
gan in 1929. In the 1920’s, however, there
were none in high places who pointed out
this dangerous trend. It is heartening to
realize today that we have advanced to
the point where this underlying problem
can be fully set forth in a major Presi-
dential document.
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I must say at this point, however, that
the case would have been made much
stronger if the President in his Economic
Report had discussed this question of
consumer purchasing power in the even
more meaningful terms that were used
by Gov. Harold Stassen in his recent
testimony before the Senate Labor and
Public Welfare Committee. While the
Economic Report of the President has
not a word to say in comparison between
present trends and the development in
the 1920’s, Governor Stassen aptly linked
up today’s problems with the sad lesson
of the 1920's. Let me quote from his
statement:

EXCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF HAROLD E. STASSEN
BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON LAEOR AND
FPUBLIC WELFARE, FRIDAY, FEERUARY 7, 1947
I think it is important that we remember

the experience of 1920 to 1929. In 1920 the

average wages in 25 leading industries in

this country which were sampled, were 61

cents an hour. In 1821 and 1922 those wages

were driven down to 49 cents an hour, a

drop of 12 cents. Then we went through the

boom up to 1229, and they still only got up
to an average of 59 cents an hour, That
lagging behind of wages of workers was ac-
companied by the knocking down of union
membership from 5,000,000 to 3,400,000 of
membership. So that you had profits rising
rapidly in industry, total production going
up to new highs, but wages held down below
the 1020 level (p. 572).

Another factor is the careful emphasis
which the report gives to the wage, price,
and profit decisions made in the private
economy. The report clearly indicates
that the responsibility for determining
the levels of prices and wages is no longer
in the hands of the Government and
that the decisions now rest with business
and labor. At the same time the report
very properly avoids the kind of analysis
which leads to Government spending as
the final answer to our economic
problems.

Furthermore, the President and the
council of economic advisers are to be
congratulated for the excellent handling
of their statistical tools. The Nation’s
economic budget provides an admirable
instrument for appraising the over-all
character of our economy and the rela-
tion to our economy of the Government's
financial operations. The statistical ap-
pendices which explain the Nation’s eco-
nomical budget in detail and which
provides an available source book of in-
formation on income, prices, earnings,
profits, and employment, are also to be
commended.

But the report’s analysis of the econ-
omy has certain defects.

First of all, there are many unforgiv-
able gaps in the analysis of economic
trends. There is no statistical treatment
whatsoever, anywhere in the report, of
the most dangerous trend in our era—
the trend toward monopolistic practices
and the concentration of economic
power. Furthermore, I fail to find in
the report any discussion of economic
trends in the major segments of industry
and agriculture. What are the trends in
the development of the light metal in-
dustries? What is the outlook for steel
development on the west coast? What
is the outlook for the lumber industry?
What is the position of power develop-
ment in the emerging postwar economy?
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What does the future hold for the wheat
farmers of America?

I did not expect a detailed exposition
on each of these points, but I did expect
to see in the economic report of the Pres-
ident a broad economic picture which
would relate these questions to the
growth of our country and the needs
of our people. Yet there is not one word
in the entire report which throws light
on these matters. ;

Moreover, I had expected that the
economic report would provide a mean-
ingful picture of what the productive
capacity of this country really is—both
in terms of our present capacity and in
terms of our potential capacity. This
expectation was founded in the fact that
the Employment Act of 1946 places such
great emphasis on both the concepts of
maxXimum production. Yet nowhere
in the report have I been able to find
any light on the question of what max-
imum production in a peacetime Amer-
ica could really be.

Furthermore, there is insufficient at-
tention in the report to the defining of
economic goals. True, rough goals are
established for employment, production,
and purchasing power; but there is no
effort to define the needed levels of busi-
ness investment, the needed levels of ex-
ports, and the needed levels of imports.
There is no attempt to define the balance
which we must achieve between agricul-
ture and industry. Finally, the report
ignores the glaring deficiencies in our
present statistics, and fails to point out
the fact that better Government statis-
tics are needed if we are to have the
instruments at hand with which to
achieve a more fruitful analysis of our
economy.

SUMMARY OF REPORT'S SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM

The short-range program presented by
the President in his Economic Report
deals with subjects that have long-range
significance, but which, according to the
President, merit immediate attention
from the Congress and from the people
as a whole because of their influence upon
economic conditions in 1947.

The first point in the short-range pro-
gram consists of recommendations to
businessmen to reduce prices and to labor
to refrain from demands for excessive
wage increases that will require price in-
creases or prevent rrice reductions.

The second point is the recommenda-
tion that the Congress take steps at
once to extend renit control beyond next
June.

The third recommendation is for an
extension in the coverage of the Fair
Labor Standards Act and a raising of
the minimum wage.

The fourth recommendation is for the
Congress to take immediate steps to re-
vise benefit payments under the social-
security system in order to alleviate
real hardship which has been aggravated
by increases in the cost of living,

The fifth recommendation is for the
passage by Congress at the earliest pos-
sible moment of the nonpartisan housing
legislation which passed the Senate in
the Seventy-ninth Congress.

The sixth recommendation deals with
taxes. The report points out that the
present moment, when employment and



1947

incomes are high, is the time for a sur-
plus in Government revenues over ex-
penditures, and that it would be un-
sound fiscal policy to reduce taxes at this
time. An appropriate point is made:
That when the reductions come, they
should be handled in a manner that will
contribute to the maintenance of pur-
chasing power by reducing the burden
on the mass of consumers.

As I interpret that section of the re-
port, I think it is clear that the recom-
mendation is that the tax reductions,
when they come, should be to the benefit
of the people of small incomes in Amer-
ica, rather than to the greater benefit of
people of large incomes. I think that is
a sound tax principle to apply in these
days when we are still faced with the
problem of adjusting from a wartime
economy to a peacetime economy, and
when so much of our national income
still flows direetly from the economic
dislocations incident to a war. It seems
to me that fact should be kept in mind
as we consider the source to the indi-
viduals of the incomes which they are
getting out of wartime economic disloca-
tions; and certainly it is sound, it seems
to me, to apply the first tax relief to the
people of small incomes, rather than to
adopt a principle based upon the notion
of meking the rich richer and the poor
poorer.

With respect to labor-management re-
lations, the economic report merely re-
fers back to the program set forth in the
state of the Union message.

APPRAISAL OF REPORT'S SHORT-RANGE PROGRAM

Essentially the short-range program
which I have just summarized is sound.
It covers the most important types of
action that can affect the American econ-
omy in 1947. It sets forth the essential
points on which immediate action by the
Congress is imperative. At the same
time, it is moderate and restrained. It
does not attempt to give Congress a de-
tailed directive, but, rather, recognizes
the desirability of congressional initia-
tive and discretion in working out eacn
of the legislative measures to which the
report refers.

The only defect in the short-range pro-
gram, as I see it, is the failure to speak
in more specific terms concerning the
price reductions that are recommended
to business. The section of the report
containing the Presidential admonition
to businessmen consists of merely three
sentences. I cannot see how any indi-
vidual businessman or any business lead-
ers could derive from that brief and cur-
sory counsel any real indication as to
the type of price actions which the Presi-
dent is recommending to the business
community. If the President’s approach
to the price situation is to be based on
recommendations to business, business-
men have the right to expect a simple
and direct exposition of the type and
locations of the price decreases which are
needed, the practical problems that must
be faced in effectuating such decreases,
and the manner in which price decreases
can be prevented from leading into a
severe deflationary spiral. The recom-
mendations have to cover a wider field
than mere advice as to veductions in re-
tail prices. Of course, we must deal with
the whole problem, including reductions
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in wholesale prices and reductions in
the cost of production itself, and that
takes us into the field of employer-em-
ployee relationships, where it is neces-
sary to bring about greater stability.
That is why so many times in the last
2 years, Mr. President, on the floor of
the Scenate I have counseled against
large increases in wages, because my
counsel to labor has been that the only
increases in wages that are of any value
to labor are increases in real wages.
Much of the wage increases since VJ-day
have not been in the form of increases
in real wages, but have only been in the
form of increases in money wages. After
all, it seems to me, we cannot have any
stable employer-employee relationships
in the United States until business and
labor and the Government itself come to
grips with this whole problem of adopt-
ing an economic program which will
make it possible for us to maintain a high
level of purchasing power on the part of
all consumers, fair profits to employers,
and a decent standard of living for work-
ers and farmers.

SUMMARY OF REPORT'S LONG-RANGE PROGRAM

Mr. President, I now wish to summa-
rize my views with respect to the long-
range program suggested by the Presi-
dent.

The long-range program contains both
legislative proposals to Congress and
recommendations for intensive studies.
The legislative aspect of the program is
as follows:

First. Congress should provide perma-
nent Federal legislation dealing with
diserimination in employment or wages
against certain national and religious
groups, against workers in late middle
age, and against women.

Second. The school-lunch program
should be expanded.

Third. Legislation for a uniform pat-
ent policy should be enacted.

Fourth. Section 7 of the Clayton Act
should be extended to confrol mergers
by the acquisition of assets as well as by
the acquisition of stock control.

Fifth. Increased appropriations should
be provided for the control of monopolis-
tic practices.

Sixth. Congress should extend the cov-
erage and the benefits of our social-se-
curity laws.

The President also stakes out the fol-
lowing fields of study:

First. Federal agencies are directed to
initiative a study of Federal and State

programs for industrial training and’

employment counseling,

Second. If is suggested that “we should
study carefully the possible need for food
and nutrition programs to reach low in-
come families.”

Third. The Government should exam-
ine the contribution to regional develop-
ment that can be made by power devel-
opments, flood control and navigation,
improved roads, fair transportation
rates, the removal of barriers to truck
transportation, and land drainage and
irrigation projects.

Fourth. The Council of Economic Ad-
visers is making a special study of chron-
ically depressed areas and those areas
which have been left stranded by the
end of the war,
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Fifth. The Council of Economic Ad-
visers is also working to develop a study
of Federal grants to State and local gov-
ernments,

Sixth. The Congress should “review
the studies made by the Temporary Eco-
nomic National Committee and by other
congressional committees” with a view
toward new legislation on monopoly and
monopolistic practices,

Seventh. The Government should
study the entire problem of providing
better access by small business to long-
term credit and equity capital. >

Eighth. The Congress should study
the varicous methods of taxation that
might be used in financing expanded
social-security system.

Ninth. The Council of Economic Ad-
visers is making a continuing study of
the devices that may become necessary
to stabilize our economy if there should
be indications of a down turn in eco-
nomic activity.

What about an appraisal of this long-
range program?

APPRAISAL OF THE REPORT'S LONG-RANGE PROGRAM

The long-range program presented in
the economic report has many virtues.

The recommendations for legislation
deserve the immediate attention of the
Congress.

In this connection I should like to
point out that the President’s proposal
for legislation to prevent discrimination
in wages would be carried out by enact-
ment of the equal-pay bill which I intro-
duced in the Seventy-ninth Congress,
and which I intend to reintroduce at this
session.

The school-lunch program should
most certainly be expanded.

Legislation for a uniform patent policy
should most certainly be enacted.

The President’s proposal for strength-
ening of section 7 of the Clayton Aect, in
order to facilitate the control of merg-
ers by the Federal Trade Commission,
is provided for in the antimonopoly bill,
S. 72, which I have introduced at this
session in eollaboration with the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. AIkeEn], the Sena-
tors from North Dakota [Mr. LANGER and
Mr. Youngl, the Senator from Montana
[Mr. Murray], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr., Tavrorl, and the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. Kircorel. This
same bill also calls for increased appro-
priations to the Antitrust Division of the
Department of Justice and the Federal
Trade Commission, as recommended by
the President.

Naturally I regret that greater prog-
ress has not been made in moving this
bill through the machinery of the Con-
gress to the floor of the Senate. I want
to make it very clear that I am going to
be a Member of the Senate for at least
a few more years, and probably longer,
but so long as I am here—and probably
it will take that long—I shall continue
to press for action on Senate bill 72,
because I think the control of monopolies
is unquestionably the most important
econom.¢ problem on the domestic front.
I say that because rapidly we are becom-
ing #n economy of monopoly.

Finally, the President's recommenda-
tion that there be a cost-of-living ad-
justment in social-security benefits is
certainly well-founded.
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The President’s proposals for future
studies by the Congress and the execu-
tive branch are also constructive. I
doubt whether there is anyone in the
Congress who would disagree with the
President’s contention that the studies
he has outlined should be undertaken.
I myself am particularly impressed with
the necessity of having the Congress
undertake a comprehensive study of
monopoly and monopolistic practices for
the purpose of developing a coordinated
and integrated antimonopoly program.
I called for such an investigation at the
end of the last session of the Congress,
before the Economic Report was writ-
ten, and on February 14 I infroduced a
Senate resolution—together with the
other sponsors of the antimonopoly
bill—calling upon the Judiciary Com-
mittee to make an investigation of this
type. I hope the Committee on the Ju-
diciary will proceed to give consideration
to the resolution.

I am also particularly interested in
having more rapid progress made on the
analysis of Federal grants to State and
local governments. There is now pend-
ing before the Senate Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare a resolution
which I have submitted, calling for a
subcommittee study of this subject. It
is all very well and good for the Presi-
dent to have this matter explored by his
Council of Economic Advisers, but the
problem of Federal grants to State and
local governments is much more than an
Executive problem. It is also a congres-
sional responsibility, and should be made
the subject of a formal congressional
study. Therefore, my resolution.

But there are also certain defects in
the long-range program presented in the
Economic Report. These are, for the
most part. defects of omission.

On the vital question of future agri-
cultural policy, the report contains no
specific recommendations whatsoever.

Mr. President, I think that the Eighti-
eth Congress can well afford in its de-
liberations to give aforehand considera-
tion to the problems of agriculture which
will confront the farmers in the next few
years. We should start now to take the
steps necessary to maintain a strong and
healthy agriculture which will enable the
farmers of the Nation to maintain a high
individual purchasing power.

As I said on another occasion, we can-
not get away from the fact that basic
to the strength of our democratic system
of government is the American indi-
vidual farm. It is the most important
defense weapon we have. It is because
American agriculture has made it pos-
sible for us to be a self-sustaining Na-
tion, from the standpoint of food, that
we can afford to maintain an economic
system based upon the private-property
economy which we maintain. On the
other hand dictatorship thrives upon
eccaiomies which are not based upon an
agriculture which makes it possible for
the farmers of a given nation to supply
the people of the nation with all their
food.

Why do I say that, Mr. President? It
is because people with empty stomachs,
a population that is living under the
perpetual fear that it may starve, is
easy prey to ideologies inconsistent with
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the great democratic system and repre-
sentative form of government we main-
tain in this country.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
O’Conor in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Oregon yield to the Senator
from North Dakota?

Mr. MCRSE. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. I wish to commend the
Senator from Oregon for his statement
concerning agriculture and his splendid
analysis of the President’s economic re-
port. I believe it is little understood
that agriculture is in the most precarious
situation among all our economic groups.
Industry can set prices for its products.
Labor largely is able to determine, by
bargaining, its income. Agricultural
prices are determined almost entirely on
a supply and demand basis on the open
market. At the present time, of course,
there is on the statute books the Steagall
amendment, which under certain condi-
tions would guarantee minimum prices
for agricultural products. But at the
present time it is little understood that
farm prices are far above support levels,
and that the only reason why farm prices
are high is the tremendous volume of
foreign exports, to the extent of over a
million tons a month, which has created
a scarcity in this country, resulting in
higher prices. Right now the price of
wheat, with the tremendous crop, the
largest in history, would probably be not
much more than a dollar a bushel; the
price of potatoes would perhaps be down
to 30 or 40 cents a bushel; the price of
wool, because of the lack of support
prices and the lack of action on 8. 814 in
the House, has dropped about 10 or 12
cents a pound, at a time when we are
importing about 82 percent of all the
wool consumed in the United States.
I think for that reason it is highly im-
portant that the present Congress write
a future agricuiture bill, to become ef-
fective when the present program ex-
pires with next year’s crop. It has long
been my belief that a balanced econ-
omy—that is, a favorable economic bal-
ance between labor, industry, and farm-
ers—has brought about good times.
Whenever one or the other is thrown
out of balance by low income, it results
in a depression. Would the Senator
from Oregon agree on those conclusions?

Mr. MORSE. I want to thank the
Senator from North Dakota for his ex-
cellent contribution to my discussion of
the farm problem. I agree with him 100
percent. I agree with him so completely
that this morning I am taking advan-
tage of the opportunity to issue a warn-
ing to my party that the Republican
Party must never be guilty of failing to
plan to take care of the agricultural
economy of the country, so that never
again will the farmers be faced with the
specter of depression which ruined so
many of them in 1929 and the early
thirties. There is nothing we can do
that is more fundamental to maintaining
long-time prosperity than to see to it
that American agriculture is kept eco-
nomically healthy. That is why I am
greatly concerned about certain fiscal
policies of the present Congress. That
is why, at the expense of precious time
I admit, I am taking advantage this
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morning of the opportunity to discuss
what I consider to be some of the most
serious economic problems that face
America. We need to consider these
problems raised by the President’s eco-
nomic report along with any considera-
tion of a tax program.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yielu further, agriculture
has probably received a larger amount
of adverse publicity than any other seg-
ment of the country. There appeared
in the papers yesterday, and I think in
this morning’s papers also, a story about
appropriation bills, and concerning par-
ticularly the $618,000,000 just appropri-
ated under the second deficiency appro-
priation bill for farm support prices.
Actually, it is not well understood even
by Members of Congress that the $618,-
000,000 was the result of consumer’s
subsidies paid before OPA expired. Any-
one reading the stories would think that
at the present time $618,000,000 had been
appropriated for farm support prices.
when that is not the situation at all.

Mr. MORSE. I want to thank the
Senator again. It illustrates what the
constant repetition of inaccuracies and
false statements can do to the public
mind. The constant misrepresenting of
the position of the American farmer I
think has recently done him a great in-
jury in public opinion. I think those of
us who are making a study of farm prob-
lems owe an obligation to the farmers of
America, an obligation which the Sena-
tor from North Dakota has shown'very
clearly this morning he is willing to as-
sume, to try to place the facts in regard
to farm problems before the American
public. Once they see the relationship
between farm prosperity and general
prosperity, the relationship between the
purchasing power of the farmer and the
purchasing power of labor, our people
will insist that Congress take action
along the lines of this speech. Once the
public understands the facts I am sure it
will insist that Congress must proceed
to take necessary legislative action,
along the lines suggested by the Sena-
tor from North Dakota, to help maintain
a sound agricultural economy.

So I say, Mr. President, returning to
the report, that I think one of the vital
defects of the President's economic re-
port is that it contains no specific recom-
mendations whatever in regard to an
agricultural policy or program.

On the central problem of monopoly
and monopolistic practices, the report
contents itself with the two limited rec-
ommendations on the strengthening of
the Clayton Act and the appropriation
of more funds for antitrust enforcement.

On public works coordination the re-
port contains some high-sounding gen-
eral principles but no substantive recom-
mendations of any type whatsoever.

On the question of the management of
our public debt, not & word is said.

On the important problems of regional
development, social securify, and credit
to small business, all that it done is to
suggest that studies be made.

Mr. President, these are gaps that
cannot be filled merly by staking out
fields for future study. These are gaps
that can only be filled by a frank and
forthright statement of Administration
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policy. Such a statement cannot be
found in the report.

Another defect is the lack of sufficient
attention to the existing long-range pro-
grams of the Federal Government. Sec-
tion 3 of the Employment Act of 1946
provides that the Economic Report in-
clude—and I quote—*“a review of the
economic program of the Federal Gov-
ernment.” No such review is contained
in the first Economic Report.

It is to be hoped that subsequent re-
ports will give detailed information about
these matters which I have dismissed.

Mr. President, I raise the question,
where do we go from here? The re-
sponsibility for preventing another de-
pression does not rest on any single part
of our Government or on any single seg-
ment of the American people. It is a
joint responsibility—one that must be
exercised by the President and his Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, by the Con-
gress and its various committees, and by
industry, agriculture, labor, and State,
and local governments.

There are many additional steps that
the President should take if he is to
carry out the intent of the Employment
Act, of which I was one of the sponsors.

The first and most important step is
to present to the Congress a supplemen-
tary economic report, as provided for by
section 3 (b) of the Employment Act.
There have been many important eco-
nomic developments since January 8—
particularly with respect to price move-
ments, consumer purchasing power,
construction and foreign loans. The
Congress and the people are entitled to
the President’s appraisal of these new
 trends and of their implications for the
policy of the Federal Government on
fiscal affairs, labor relations, and other
vital matters.

It is my profound hope, therefore,
that a supplementary report bringing up
to date the analysis of economic trends
which was made in January, will be
transmitted to the Congress no later
than June of this year.

The Congress also has the right to
expect that subsequent economic reports
to the Congress—both the one which is
needed in June and the one which is
required next January—will fill in the
many gaps which appeared in the first
economic report, will provide a mean-
ingful picture of what our productive
capacity could be, and will provide more
attention to the definition of economic
goals and the problem of obtaininz more
adequate statistics.

The Economic Report of next January,
moreover, should stake out specific long-
range programs with respect to those im-
portant fields of Government activity
which were only cursorily dealt with in
this year’s Economic Report—namely,
agriculture, monopoly, public works, debt
management, regional development, so-
cial security, and credit for small busi-
nesses, It should also provide a mean-
ingful review of existing Federal pro-
grams.

The Joint Committee on the Economic
Report also has a responsibility. Con-
gress has a right to expect that in the
not too distant future the joint com-
mittee will present to both Houses its
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findings and recommendations with re-
spect to the President’s analysis of the
economy, the President's short-range
program and the President’s long-range
program.

The legislative committees of the Con-
gress have some responsibility. Legisla-
tive action should be accelerated on the
extension of rent control, making reason-
able adjustments in those cases where,
because of increased costs of mainte-
nance, landlords can make a showing
that they are unable to derive a fair and
decent return from their renfal property
on the basis of present rents. Likewise
Congress should take prompt action for
the enactment of housing legislation, the
extension of the Fair Labor Standards
Act, the enactment of legislation against
discrimination both in employment and
in wages, the expansion of the school-
lunch program, legislation on patents,
the Clayton Aect, increased funds for en-
forcement of the antitrust laws, the re-
vision of social-security benefit pay-
ments, and a comprehensive revision of
our social-security system.

That is a legislative program, Mr.
President; it is a legislative program
which in fact is at the present time
bottled up in various committees of Con-
gress. I recommend that legislative
program to the Republican Party. I
submit that it is based upon sound prin-
ciples of social legislation. Such a legis-
lative program, Mr. President, if recog-
nized, approved, and put into effect by
the Republican Party, I am convinced
would be approved by an overwhelming
majority of the American people. But
if my party thinks it can long stay in
power with only a negative legislative
program, without a great constructive
social legislative program, it will learn in
due course of time at the ballot boxes of
America that the overwhelming majority
of the American people expect my party
to keep pace with the march of time and
to recognize that human events are mov-
ing ever forward and not backward. No
party, be it the Republican Party or the
Democratic Party, will long sustain the
confidence of the American people if it
goes back on such a legislative program
as I have just suggested.

Mr, President, the responsibility of our
legislative committees is particularly
great with respect to long-range prob-
lems and long-range programs. Every
study of a long-range program which the
President has recommended should be
undertaken. Here is a grand oppor-
tunity for a Republican Congress to build
a record of genuine achievement on
problems that were not affirmatively
dealt with by our Democratic President.

Here, in these fields where the Presi-
dent has not made long-range recom-
mendations, is an opportunity for a Re-
publican Congress, through eflective
committee work, to develop constructive
programs and then ask the President to
meet us halfway.

Finally, it is imperative that every eco-
nomic group in the country, every pub-
lic interest organization, and every State
and local governmenf give renewed at-
tention to the problem of preventing
another boom and bust cycle. The Eco-
nomic Report of the President, while not
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a perfect document, provides an ideal
focal point for discussion and analysis.
This report should be distributed in the
tens and hundreds of thousands, If
should be analyzed at local meetings. Its
pros and cons should be discussed on the
radio and in the press. Above all, it
should be debated on the floor of both
Houses of the Congress—not only to
draw more public attention to the issues
involved in preventing another depres-
sion but also to give the people of Amer-
ica a better chance of finding out what
their elected representatives stand for
and stand against.

The greatest danger we face today is
the danger of inertia, the danger that
because things seem to be going along
pretty well for the present we will post-
pone, for some indefinite future date,
the painful task of thinking and acting
in the interests of maintaining economic
stability.

In conclusion, I should like to quote
a very profound statement from a special
report that has been issued by the edi-
tors of the Kiplinger magazine. This re-
port is entitled “Can We Prevent Depres-
sions?"” and it deals with the Employment
Act of 1946, the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, and the first economic report of
the President in these words:

The race is on—the race against time—to
decide whether, over the next few years, we
can make those adjustments in our economy
that are needed to avert a major depression
in the fifties.

Th!s i1s no idle nightmare A major depres-
sior appears on the private charts of almost
every large corporation that looks 5 or 10
years ahead. Not a little recession like the
adjustment of 1947 or 1948, but a depression
like that of the thirties or worse. Some call
it a “possibility.” A few see no way of pre-
venting it. F
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There is nothing in our past economic his-
tory to suggest that this smash will be avoid-
ed automatically, Every major war has been
succeeded at some time by a period of pro-
longed and deep depression.

The machinery of the Council of Economi.
Advisers to the President and the spirit of
the Employment Act of 1946 stand between
us and that disaster. But this is not a ma-
chinery whereby the Government, acting
alone, will come to the rescue. Tt is a ma-
chinery to give leadership in developing an
all-together effort to achieve our common
goal,

L] - L] L L]

Bo if nature takes its course, this machin-
ery that has been created may lie almost un-
used. There will always be & tendency-to
consider its recommendations tomorrow, and
then on another tomorrow.

L] - L] L L ]

Ot all those who are interested in the
fifties, businessmen have the most at stake.
The Employment Act of 1946 s not a labor
measure, It {s not a law invoking salvation
by government, It is a measure designed to
insure the American economic system of a
long and healthy life. It needs everyone's
help to make it work.

M, President, before closing my speech
I desire to make a few additional com-
ments, I worked for some time on the
speech I delivered today. I do not like to
consume so much time on the floor of the
Senate in presenting my views on what I
consider to be some of the basic and vital
problems which confront my party and
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my country. However, in view of the
fact that the leadership of my party did
not see fit to place on the Economic Re-
port Committee a single one of the Re-
publican sponsors of the full employment
bill of 1946, I considered it of great
importance that at least the views of
one of us on the President’s economic
report should be expressed on the floor
of the Senate. So long as the type of
disciplinary action is followed by the
leadership of my party which denied any
of the Republican sponsors of the full
employment bill a place on the Economic
Report Committee I shall continue from
time to time to speak my mind on the
floor of the Senate. I shall do that when
denied the right under the traditions
and customs of the Senate to bring my
views to bear as a member of commit-
tees to which I am entitled to appoint-
ment.

Lastly, I wish to say that I think I
have presented in this speech a blueprint
of action for those in the Republican
Party who want to make it a great pro-
gressive party, a party that will plan now,
in the Eightieth Congress, to see to it
that the necessary steps are taken to the
extent that they can be taken by the
Government, to avoid the type of depres-
sion which was painted for us in the
language of the Kiplinger Report. As
long as I am in the Senate I shall con-
tinue to urge my party to become a pro-
gressive party. I want it to be a party
which places human rights and interests
above selfish interests and partisan
politics.

ORDER FOR RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I move
that when the Senate concludes its ses-
sion today it stand in recess until Mon-
day next at 12 o'clock noon.

The motion was agreed to.

HENRY J. EAISER

Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. President, it will
be recalled that a little over a year ago—
on April 17, 1946—I addressed the Senate
on the saga of Henry J. Kaiser, the
coddled darling of the New Deal. I re-
vealed to the Senate and the American
people the fact that at that time Kaiser
owed the people of the United States
through the RFC almost $115,000,000,
much of which was non-interest-bearing.
I related the story of how through the
war years this man Kaiser, going through
the front, back, or side doors of the Fed-
eral Government, was able in some mys-
terious way to get literally bales of the
people’s money merely by stamping his
name on some fantastic project.

For several years glad-handing Henry,
juggling millions extracted from the
American taxpayers, has been offering
_ all sorts of remedies—at Government ex-
pense—for almost every economic ill.
He has opened his financial side show in
all parts of the country with enthusias-
tic New Deal applause—not to mention
the free hand of the New Dealers with
taxpayers’ money. Without the latter,
this fantastic schemer would have
dropped by the wayside as others of his
kind have over the years.

In my remarks to the Senate a little
more than a year ago, one of Kaiser’s in-
dulgences to which I referred was the
Fontana steel plant. The rocketlike
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Kaiser had descended upon Washington
and sold the top man the Fontana prop-
osition to the tune of $111,805.(00 of
American taxpayers’ money. Later he
got $11,500,000 more, for a grand total of
$123,305,000.

Now Henry is back in town trying to
induce RFC to bite once more on the
Fontana dream. Henry wants RFC—
which means the taxpayers of the
Nation—to take an $85,000,000 loss on
the money he owes for his Fontana mill.
His total indebtedness on the plant is
$105,452,160. He thinks it would be nice
of RFC to write off all of this except
$20,123,016. He has asked RFC to agree
to such a plan.

After that, generous juggling Henry
would pay off the $20,000,000 with $15,-
000,000 in earnings from his shipyards—
which profited greatly under Govern-
ment contracts—and another $5,000,000
to be raised from the sale of stock to the
public, or borrowed privately.

Imagine that! I was shocked and
amazed yesterday when I picked up the
newspaper, to see that a man actually
had the nerve to come to Washington and
propose that a Government bureau write
off $85,000,000 of a debt which he owed
to the Federal Government. That-is the
most colossal example of unmitigated
gall that I have ever heard of in one
man.

Like so many of henry's deals with the
Government, this latest one is a little
indefinite as to what he actually has in
mind. Of course, the part about for-
giving some of Henry's debt to vhr Gov-
ernment is clear, as always. But the
real reasor why Henry wants to get the
Fontana plant free is shrouded in a good
deal of fog. Henry says that wiping out
most of his debt will enable him to com-
pete with other private steel makers and
constitutes a major step toward the
President’s goal of lower prices for the
Nation. .

Probably the truth is that Henry would
like to get the Fontana plant practically
free to pull him out of the awful hole he
has goften into in connection with his
manufacture of automohiles, His ef-
forts along this line have proved a ter-
rible bust, Only something like steel
manufactured in a gift plant—paid for
by the American taxpayers—will save
Henry from disaster in the automobile
business, it seems.

The Kaiser-Frazer outfit has manu-
factured to date, according to the latest
report I have seen, only about 11,000
cars. They have been made at a terrific
loss to stockholders. Some $57,000,000
worth of stock was unloaded on the pub-
lic at prices ranging from $10 to a little
over $20 a share. The stock closed on the
New York Curb lasi night at 6. It never
has paid a dividend. The company lost
$19,284,681 on total sales of $11,504.433
in 1946.

One chapter of Henry's operations
which never has been publicized was his
recent attempt to do a little real-estate
speculating with the Willow Run plant.
He quietly approached the War Assets
Administration and suggested that the
plant, on which he now holds a lease, be
quietly optioned to him at $14,824,624.
It was to be done without advertising, of
course. Simultaneously New York
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banking groups were appro’'ched as to
the possibility of raising a $40,000,000
loan on Willow Run in case it was
bought by private parties. Neither War
Assets nor the bankers were interested,
s0 the project was dropped

Perhaps Henry will induce RFC to can-
cel out his Fontana debt, but the out-
look is not good. The air conditioning
has been on full blast recently at RFC
whenever Henry called. Only a few
weeks ago he was refused a simple loan
of $12,000,000 to bail out Kaiser-Frazer.
In the better New Deal davs, that was
chicken feed for Henry., He could have
gotten that much by making a postecard
request. But times have changed, for
the good of the country.

I bring these facts to the attention of
the Senate because a year ago I out-
lined on the floor of the Senate Mr.
Kaiser’s various operations. At that
time I never thought that we would see
the day when a man would have the
nerve to come to Washington and ask
the Federal Government to write off
$85,000,000 of a legitimate loan. As I
have stated, that is the ~reatest amount
of gall that I have ever seen exhibited in
a single individual. I am very glad that
to date, at least, the RFC has adopted a
little more frigid attitude, rather than
the cordial, receptive attitude which it
exhibited in the old days.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one€ of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the President pro tempore:

H.R.236. An act to amend the Nationality
Act of 1940 so as to permit naturalization
proceedings to be had at places other than
in the office of the clerk or in open court in
the case of sick or physically disabled
individuals;

H.R.384. An act for the relief of W. H.
Baker and Walter Baker;

H.R.428. An act for the relief of Charles
N. Bemis;

H. R.444. An act for the relief of the estate
of Archie 8. Woods, deceased;

H.R.603. An act to amend an act of Sep-
tember 27, 1944, relating to credit for mili-
tary or naval service in connection with cer-
tain homestead entries;

H.R.1404. An act for the relief of the
estate of Nellie P. Dunn, deceased;

H. R. 1844. An act to authorize the Admin-
istrator of Veterans' Affairs to grant ease-
ments in lands belonging to the United
States under his supervision and control, and
for other purposes; and

H.R.3245. An act making appropriations
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947,
and for other purposes.

REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL INCOME-TAX
PAYMENTS

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 1) to reduce indi-
vidual income-tax payments.

Mr., McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
should like to propound a parliamentary
inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Are amendments
to.the pending bill now in order, or may.
amendments not be offered until the
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motion to postpone has been acted upon
on Monday?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion to postpone takes precedence
over any other motion.

Mr. McCLELLAN., Amendments can-
not be presented at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator so desires, amendments can be
offered, to lie on the table and be taken
up at a later time,

Mr., McCLELLAN., Very well.

Mr., President, on March 24 I gave
notice that I would offer certain amend-
ments to the pending bill. I sent the
amendments fo the desk and had them
printed, and they were referred to the
Finance Committee of the Senate, which
committee was then considering this
measure and was in process of holding
hearings on it. Later, I appeared before
the Senate Finance Committee and pre-
sented the amendments and gave evi-
dence in support of them. Neither of
the amendments was adopted by the
Finance Committee, but I expect to pre-
sent them, or some of them, on the floor
when the parliamentary situation will
permit that to be done.

I should like at this time to ask unan-
imous consent that I may have printed
in the REcorp at this point two amend-
ments which I shall offer in the event
consideration of the measure is not post-
poned as proposed in the pending
motion.

The first of these amendments, Mr.
President, is one to raise personal ex-
emptions. The second provides a new
basis of collecting income taxes so as to
equalize tax collections between citizens
of non-community-property States and
those of community-property States. I
ask that these amendments be incorpo-
rated in the Recorp at this point in the
order in which I have referred fo them.

There being no objection, the amend-
ments intended to be proposed by Mr.
McCLELLAN were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

At the proper place in the bill insert a
new section as follows:

“Sec. —. Increase in personal exemption.

“(a) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of sec-
tion 25 (b) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code,
as amended, are amended to read as follows:

“‘(A) In the case of a single person or a
married person not living with husband or
wife, a personal exemption of §750.

“{(B) In the case of the head of a family
or a married person living with husband or
wife, a personal exemption of $1,600. A hus-
- band and wife living together shall receive
but one personal exemption. The amount
of such exemption shall be $1,500, If such
husband and wife make separate returns, the
personal exemption may be taken by either
or divided between them.’

“(b) Sections 51 (a), 658 (a) (2), and 142
{a) of the Internal Revenue Code, as amend-
ed, are amended by striking out ‘8500 wher-
ever it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘$750.

“(e¢) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be effective with respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1946.

“Amend the tables contained in sections
400 and 1622 (c¢) (1) of the Internal Revenue
Code to conform to the above amendments.”

On page 1, line 6, before the perlod, insert
the following: "“and establishment of new
method for computation of surtax in case
of joint returns.”

On page 2, beginning with line 6, strike
out all down to and including line 10 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:
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“(b) Reduction in surtax on individuals
and establishment of new method for com-
putation of surtax in case of joint returns:
So much of section 12 (b) of the Internal
Revenue Code (relating to the rates of sur-
tax) as precedes the table therein is hereby
amended to read as follows:

“*(b) Computation of surtax:

“*(1) Separate return: Except in the case
of a joint return by husband and wife, there
shall be levied, collected, and paid for each
taxable year upon the surtax net income of
every individual a surtax determined by
computing a tentative surtax under the
table set forth in paragraph (3) of this sub-
section, and by reducing such tentative
surtax by 24 percent thereof.

“*(2) Joint return: In the case of a joint
return by husband and wife under section
51, there shall be levied, collected, and paid
for each taxable year upon the aggregate
surtax net income of the husband and wife
a surtax determined—

“‘(A) by computing a tentative surtax
under the table set forth in paragraph (3)
of this subsection upon an amount equal to
one-half of such aggregate surtax net in-
come; .

“*(B) by multiplying the tentative surtax
ascertained under subparagraph (A) by two;
and

“*(C) by reducing the amount ascer-
tained under subparagraph (B) by 24 per-
cent thereof.

“*(3) Surtax table: The table referred to
in paragraphs (1) and (2) is as follows:'.”

On page 4, between lines 2 and 3, Insert
the following:

“(e) Standard deduction: Section 23 (aa)
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code (relating
to the optional standard deduction for in-
dividuals) is amended to read as follows:

“‘(1) Allowance: In the case of an in-
dividual, at his election, a standard deduc-
tion as follows:

“'(A) Separate return with adjusted gross
income $5,000 or more: Except in the case
of a joint return by husband and wife, if
the adjusted gross income is $5,000 or more,
the standard deduction shall be $500.

“f(B) Joint return with adjusted gross
income $5,000 or more: In the case of a joint
return by husband and wife under section
51, if the aggregate adjusted gross income of
the husband and wife iz §5,000 or more, the
standard deduction shall be $1,000 or an
amount equal to 10 per centum of such
aggregate adjusted gross Income, whichever
is the lesser.

“'(C) Adjusted gross income less than
£5,000: If the adjusted gross income s less
than $5,000, the standard deduction shall
be an amount equal to 10 per centum of
the adjusted gross income upon the basis of
which the tax applicable to the adjusted
gross income of the taxpayer is determined
under the tax table provided in section 400'."
© On page 4, line 3, strike out “(e)” and
insert in lleu thereof “(f)."

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
shall first address myself to the pending
motion, and to the bill. Then I shall
discuss these amendments.

I believe every citizen in the Nation is
anxious, as soon as it is possible, wise,
and advisable to do so, to have the Fed-
eral tax burden relieved to the extent it
can be done and, at the same time, main-
tain a sound fiscal policy. We all look
forward to a reduction in our taxes; and
it may be possible, Mr. President, that
a reduction, perhaps a substantial one,
can be made without doing any serious
violence to or impairing to any appre-
ciable degree the fiscal affairs of our
Government. However, that is debat-
able. At best it is a guess; it is purely
speculative as to how far we can reduce
taxes and avoid the danger of again
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having to operate this Government on a
deficit basis.

So I believe I can associate myself
with everything that the senior Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] said a day or
two ago when he presented the pending
motion for deferment or postponement
of this measure until such time as the
Congress has had an opportunity to
know what the cost of Government will
be for the next fiscal year, or at least how
much we should appropriate now for the
purpose of paying the costs of Govern-
ment for the next fiscal year.

Mr. . Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad fo yield.

Mr. MILLIKIN. The motion of the
distinguished senior Senator from Geor-
gia was to postpone the consideration of
the bill until June 10. The junior Sena-
tor from California [Mr. KnowLAND]
brought forth some facts which show
that Congress does not really make a
start at getting the appropriation bills
enacted by June 10. Is it in the Sena-
tor’s contemplation that if by June 10 we
do not have a complete picture on appro-
priations there will be a further delay?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will answer the
Senator by saying that of course I am
not the author of the motion which. is
pending, but if I were to plan the pro-
gram myself I should certainly want to
defer it until we had ascertained how
much we can reduce the cost of Govern-
ment, and I refer to the effort being
made to reduce it below the budget esti-
mate submitted by the President.

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes,

Mr, MILLIKIN. Of course it would be
a futile thing to postpone the bill until
June 10, if by that date we did not receive
the type of information which the dis-
tinguished Senator wants to have.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes.

Mr. MILLIKIN. And if we did not
have sufficient information by that time,
of course, under that theory, another
postponement, I assume, would be in or-
der.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am sure we could
at least anticipate that we would have
more information than we now have.
We would have made some further prog-
ress by June 10 with respect to appro-
priations for the next fiscal year. We
could at least tell by that time what
action the House had taken, which would
be indicative of the prospects of cuts
from the budget in accordance with what
has been recommended. I say frankly,
Mr. President, that in my judgment we
cannot very wisely legislate on tax re-
duction until we know more about ap-
propriations. As has been stated since
the bill has been under discussion, no one
can know what the national income will
be during the next fiscal year. It'is al-
ways a guess. But we can make a more
intelligent guess, Mr. President; we can
speculate more accurately if we have
more knowledge of what the expendi-
tures will be,

Mr, MILLIKIN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MILLTKIN. I do not want to in-
terrupt the Senator unduly, but it is in-
teresting to know that the Treasury
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Department made estimates with respect
to the fiscal year 1947, after all the ap-
propriation bills were in, and it was found
that the range of mistake, or, at least,
the range of the estimates—after all the
appropriation bills were in and had been
made into law—exceeded $1,000,000,000.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
can very well appreciate that that is
about as close as anyone could come to
the exact figure, when we are dealing
with $40,000,000,000 a year. Under those
circumstances, if the Treasury can come
within a billion dollars of estimating
correctly what the expenses of Govern-
ment are going to be, and if we can do
that well each year as we approach leg-
islation making appropriations we shall
not err very far in dealing with total ex-
penditures of $35,000,000,000 or $40,000,-
000,000 a year. If the Treasury can
come that close, we shall have sufficient
information to enable us to legislate
wisely both with respect to aprpopria-
tions and also with respect to taxes.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. MYERS. I think the Senator
from Colorado was referring to the na-
tional income, which would amount to
$170,000,000,000 or $180,000,000,000 a
year.

Mr, McCLELLAN. I thought the Sen-
ator from Colorado meant tax revenues.

Mr. MILLIKIN.
to the national income.

Mr. President, would it be an imposi-
tion on the Senator from Arkansas for
me to state at this time the exact facts
in regard to that matter?

Mr. McCLELLAN. No; I should be
happy to have the Senator do so.

Mr. MILLIKIN. The expenditure
estimate for the fiscal year 1947, as made
by the Bureau of the Budget last August,
after appropriations had been completed,
was $41,500,000,000.

In January 1947 that was revised to
$42,500,000,000, a difference of $1,000,-
000,000.

More recently, on April 19, 1947, the
expenditures were revised downward to
$41,250,000,000, a difference of $1,250,-
000,000 from the January estimates.

.My point is that those estimates were
made, and were found to be grievously
wrong, even after those who made them
had the benefit of knowing what Con-
gress had done with the appropriation
bills.

Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr, President, I do
not agree with the Senator from Colo-
rado that that is such :. bad error of
judgment. I reassert what I said a mo-
ment ago: that if our Treasury Depart-
ment can continuously come that close
in estimating what the expenditures of
our Government will be and what the
Government’s revenues will be, each year,
then I think we can legislate wisely and
with reasonable intelligence with respect
to these matters.

Mr. President, for the reasons which I
have already stated and which I shall
not take time to ampify further, I shall
vote for the motion to postpone. I think
it would be better to postpone until pos-

I was not referring
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sibly June 30, when all of the appro-
priations shall have been made, than it
would be to postpone until June 10.
However, I did not fix that date. But
any postponement at the present time
will provide further opportunity for us
to be better informed when we under-
take to act on this bill.

Mr. President, I am not opposed to this
measure. I do not know yet whether I
shall vote for it or against it. I am anx-
ious to see tax reductions made. I do
know that it will be a great mistake, how-
ever, and one which will not be easily
rectified, for us not to pay high taxes
now, while we have a high national in-
come and while we have a heavy debt and
while we still have an annual operating
cost of government in an amount of ap-
proximately $35,007,000,000. If we lower
taxes now, and if we get them too low, it
will not be easy for this Congress or the
next Congress in time of peace to enact
a tax bill increasing taxes—which al-
ready are extremely high, and of neces-
sity so, because of the great emergency
through which this Nation and the rest
of the world recently passed.

If we are going to reduce taxes, then I
am concerned about how we shall do it
and where the relief will be given and
the extent of relief which will be afforded
and how it will be spread so as to bene-
fit all taxpayers alike and equitably. Mr.
President, if I could have my way about
this tax bill, the first reduction in taxes
which I would provide for would be to the
man who today is having difficulty earn-
ing sufficient money to provide the neces-
sities of life for himself and his family.
During recent years, and because of the
necessities of financing one of the great-
est military efforts the world has ever
known, it became necessary continuously
to increase taxes and to reduce the per-
sonal exemptions which theretofore had
been granted to the individual taxpayers
of the United States. In doing-so, the
point has been reached where, today, un-
der existing law, a man and wife earning
more than $1,000 have to pay some Fed-
eral income tax; if they make more than
$1,000 a year, a married man today has
to pay a Federal income tax. Mr. Presi-
dent, in view of the present high cost of
living, no man and wife, no head of a
family, today can stretch $1,000 far
enough to make it provide the actual
necessities of life. When I say “the ac-
tual necessities of life,” I mean those
necessities which we regard as necessi-
ties under our standard of living. I do
not say that $1,000 would not be sufficient
to enable them to barely exist: surely
they could barely exist on that amount.
But under present conditions, and exist-
ing law, we are actually taking taxes
from the wage earners in the lower brac-
kets and in the lower income groups;
and when we do that, we are simply tak-
ing away from them some of the neces-
sities which they can hardly afford to
forego.

I think the first tax relief granted
should be given to those who now are be-
ing required to pay taxes, but who should
have a greater allowance and a greater
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exemption in order that they may have a
proper standard of living.

Mr. President, I have looked into this
matter and have inquired with respect
to it, having in mind that I would offer
an amendment to increase exemptions to
$1,000 for a single person and to $2,000
for the head of a family. However, I

- found that on that basis the loss of

revenues would be too great, I think—
greater (han we should undertake or
risk at this time. If I recall correctly,
according to the Treasury's estimate,
exemptions made on that basis would
decrease the Treasury’s revenues by ap-
proximately $5,000,000,000, and would
remove 18,000,000 persons from the tax
rolls.

Then I inquired with respect to rais-
ing the personal exemption to $750 for
a single person and to $1,500 for the head
of a family. Ifind that on that basis, be-
tweer. 8,000,000 and 9,000,000 persons
would be removed from the tax rolls, and
there would be a loss of revenue in the
amount of approximately $3,000,600,000.

I hope Senators will bear that figure
in mind, because the pending tax bill,
as it passed the House, provides for an
estimated reduction or loss of revenue
of $3,800,000,000.

Mr. President, I am most anxious to
see the personal exemption raised, and
although I have spoken about those who
would benefit most, those in the low in-
come brackets, let us remember that it
applies all the way across the board, and
in proportion to the taxpayer’s earnings,
and his wealth and his ability to pay he
gets a reduction. Therefore, on that
basis we still maintain our taxes so that
those most able to pay are the ones who
pay and those least able to pay get the
most relief under the amendment which
I have proposed.

Mr. President, I know there are other
taxes which are too high and which
should be reduced, and I hope the time
will come when we can reduce them. I
doubt if that time is now. But if the
majority of the Congress felt that these
others reductions could with safety be
made, of course I might disagree, but
they would be made.

There is another very serious situation
which I want to see corrected. Irrespec-
tive of what conditions are with refer-
ence to taxation—and the conditions
about which I have spoken are known to
all of us—it is never the wrong time to
right a wrong if it can be righted. I call
attention to the fact that one of the
amendments which I shall propose would
have the effect, when enacted into law,
of placing all individual income taxpay-
ers of this Nation on the same basis,
that it will do equity between them,
whereas under existing law there is in-
equity and injustice. There are 10 States
now—since the last few days another
was added; there have been 9 for some
time—there are 10 States now which
have what are known as community
property laws. I have no quarrel with
those States. They have the right to
have such a system of laws. Probably it
is a good system which perhaps all the
other States should adopt; I do not know.
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Mr. HATCH. I wonder if the Sena-
tor would mind striking the word “prob-
ably” from his remarks.

Mr. McCLELLAN. If the Senator
does not like that word I shall strike it
out and say “they should.” Irrespective
of that, whether they choose to do so or
not, that does not warrant our Govern-
ment perpetuating a tax policy and a
tax structure which does an injustice,
and discriminates smong many Ameri-
can citizens.

Mr. President, I have had some tables
prepared by the Treasury Department
which I wish to place in the REecorp,
which will support the statements I have
made with reference to increasing per-
sonal exemptions, and also with respect
to community property.

Mr. MILLIKIN. How much does the
Senator propose the exemptions be
raised?

Mr. McCLELLAN. To $750 for single
persons, and to $1,500 for heads of
families.

The first table I shall present, and ask
unanimous consent to have inserted in
the Recorp at this point, is a table show-
ing comparisons between individual in-
come taxes under the present law, and
under the present law, if amended, by
increasing the exemption from $500 to
$750 for single persons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Arkansas?

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

TasLE No. 1.—Single person, no dependents—
comparison of individual income tax under
present law, and present law amended by
increasing exemption from $500 to $750

Amount of tax Redne-
Percent
t{g‘;_'" tn:; reduc-
* Net in- present, MO
e be (Present | “law, { Y with
persona aw, wi with
exemption P mm exemption |exemp- :"j!'?mtl'l-
Incrgaw’l tion ill-] v ﬂ;'
t0$750 | ereased| STeX
to$750| to$7%0
£19.00 % ¥
38. 00/ . X
47. 50| et 7. 60 A
57.00 $0.50| 47, £3.33
76, 00 28, 50] 47, &IF 62. 50
95. 00 47,500  47.50 50, 00
1 133. 00 85 50| 47.50 35.71
1 160, 00 142, 500  47. 50, 25.00
£2 285. 00 237, 50 47. 50 16, 67
380, 00 332, 50 47. B0 12, 50
<] 484, 50 432,25 92, 25 10,78
$4 6493, 50 641, 25 52, 25 7.53
921. 50 850,75 61,75 6,70
$6,000______ 1,168.50(  1,106.75| 61.75 5,28
$7,000. ... 1,434, 50 1.363-2&E 71. 25 4.97
$8,000. ... 1, 719. 50 1,648,250 71.25 4,14
$9,000___.__ 2,023, 50 1,842, 75! 80, 75 3,99
$10,000. ... 2, 346. 50 2,266. 75 80,7 3. 44
$15,000._ .. 4, 270, 25 4, 158. 63  111. G2, 2.6
$25,000__.. 9, 362, 25 9,222, 13} 140, 12, 1.50
$50,000.. .. .. 25,187,001 - 24, 966.00) 171,00 ('g
$100,000....| 63,540.75 63,834,138 206,62 (1
$150,000.. .. 10580825 105 594.88) 211.37] (1
£200,000....| 148, 551.50) 148,337.75 213.75 @
$260,000__..| 101,771 85| 191, 555. 63 216,12 (!
$500,000....| 407,896, 75 407, 080.63! 216,12 ()
$T60,000_...| 624,021, 75 623,805 63 216.12 )
$1,000,000..| 840,146, 75 830, 030,63 216,12 )
$2,000,000... {1, 704, G46. 75{1, T(M, 430. 63] 216,12 "
£5,000,000. - 4,‘!?5,00) 0014, 275, 000.00]. . oo feccinconan

1 Less than 1 percent.
Bource: Joint Commiites on Internal Revenue.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, the
second table makes comparison between
individual income taxes under present
law, and what the taxes would be if the
law was amended by increasing the ex-
emption from $1,000 to $1,500 for
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married persons. I will ask that this
table be incorporated in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REcoRrp, as
follows:

TaBLE No. 2—Married person, no dependents—Comparison of individual income tar under
present law, and present law amended by increasing exemption from $1,000 to $1,500;

also allowing splitting of income

Amount of tax Reduoetion in tax Percent tax reduction
1
Combined net in- Exemption inereased to | Exemption increased to | Exemption increazed to
come before per- 3 ¥ !
sonal exemption Present law !
Without With Without With Without With

splitting of splitting splitting splitting splitting splitting

neome ! of income * | of income | ofincome | of income | of income

Percent Percent
Lo ] PRSI S T I o S 00 $38. 00 100, 00 100, D0
BN s e o ek a5, 00 95, 00 100, 00 100, 00
190. 00 $05. 00 £05. 00 05, 00 @5, (0 50, 00 .00
285, 00 190, 00 190, 00 95. 00 95. 00 43.33 33,53
80, 00 285, 00 285.00 | 95, 00 |- 5, 00 25, 00 25.00
588, 00 484, 50 475,00 | 104, 50 114, 00 17.74 19.35
708, 00 693, 50 665, 00 104, 50 133, 00 13.10 16,67
+ 045,00 921, 50 864, 5l 123, 50 180, 50 11,82 17.27
292, 00 1, 168, 50 1,073. 50 | 123. 50 218, 50 9, 56 16. 91
577. 00 1, 434. 50 1,282 50 142, 50 204, 50 4.4 18, 67
862, 00 1,719, 50 1,401, 50 142, 50 370, 50 7.65 19,90
, 185, 00 2, 023, 50 1,719, 50 141, 50 465, 50 7.39 21.30
7. 00 3,842, 75 3, 011. 50 204,25 1, (635, 50 5.05 25. 50
082. 00 B, 801.75 6, 270. 50 | 280, 25 2, 802, 50 3.00 30, 86
, 795,00 24, 453, 00 18, 444. 25 200 6, 350. 75 1.38 25, 61
127. 50 62, 714. 25 49, 932. 00 413. 25 13, 195. 50 (14 20. 90
5,383 60 |  104,060.75 |  66,508.75 | 422.75 | 18,814.75 () 17.85
148, 124. 00 147, 696, 50 | 126, 668, 25 427. 50 21, 456, 75 ) 14.48-
181, 339. 50 190, 907, 25 168, 014. 756 432,25 22, 424.75 ) 11.72
407, 464, 50 407,032, 25 483, 111. 25 432.25 | 24,353, 25 ) 508
% , 589, 023,157, 25 590, 236. 25 | 432,25 | 24,353.25 2 3.91
T K30, 714, 50 539, 282, 25 8!& 361, 26 432. 25 24, 353. 25 { 2%
1, 704, 214. 50 | 1, 703, 782, 25 | 1, 679, 861, 25 432,25 24,353, 25 1.4

4, 275, 000, 00 4.2"».0&)-!‘!‘!! 1, 273, 361 25 | ceasee| 1,638, 75 (] @

1 Entire income reported by husband on joint return.
? Less than 1 percent.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, this
table also shows what the difference in
taxes would be based on the present law
if the other amendment which I pre-
sented, the one providing for what is
known as the “splitting of incomes”—
which is the Treasury term for it—
should be adopted. These tables will
show the picture of what we are trying
to correct, so that Senators may make
comparisons and come to an intelligent
decision.

The next table I shall offer is one show-
ing a comparison of individual income
taxes payable under present law on speci-
fied net incomes by husband and wife re-
siding in a community-property State,
with the tax payable by a person with
the same income in a non-community-
property State, and I wish to make some
comparisons based on this table.

Let us take the case of a man who has
an income of $10,000, and is a resident
of a community-property State. Under
present law he would pay $1,843 a year
Federal income tax. The American citi-
zen living over the line in another State
which does not have the community-
property system, having the same income
of $10,000, would pay $2,185 Federal in-
come tax, based on present law. In other
words, he pays $342 a year more than
does the citizen with the same income
living over the line in another State.

Mr. President, I will state why this is
so emphasized in my thinking and so
important to my State. It is because

three community-property States border
on my State. They are Louisiana, Texas,
and Oklahoma. In Texarkana, a city on
the line between the State of Texas and
the State of Arkansas, many people have
their businesses in Arkansas but move
over the line into the State of Texas in
order to get the advantage of this tax
diserimination.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr, HATCH. I wish to ask the Sen-
ator a question merely for information,
It seems to me I have heard that at one
time the Senator’s State was a commu-
nity-property State, and that the system
was voluntarily abandoned. Is that cor-
rect or not?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am sure that is
not true. It has not been the fact since
I have known anything about the State,
and I am familiar with its history.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mry. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN., I yield.

Mr. RKNOWLAND. I think the able
Senator from Arkansas has already
pointed out that any State which desires
to do so might become a community-
property State, or at least most of the
States might, under their constituibns
and under their laws.

I merely wish to point out, for the sake
of the record, that for a State to adopt
the community-property system has not
been a method of tax evasion, by any
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stretch of the imagination, but it is some-
thing which has come down to a good
many of the Western States from the
Mexican law. As a matter of fact, it is
something in which I am sure the women
of the Nation have a vital concern, be-
cause in my State of California, which
is a community-property State, the law
considers that half the husband’s earn-
ings belong to the wife, not at the time
of the husband’s death but she is a co-
partner. As a matter of fact, if the wife
dies prior to the death of the husband,
she has full power of testamentary dis-
position of the community property cre-
ated during the marriage; so that it is a
factual situation facing us and not a
method of tax evasion of any kind.

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have said noth-
ing, so far as I know, implying that this
is a practice for tax evasion on the part
of community-property States. I recog-
nize that what the Senator says is true.
It is said that perhaps there should be
a uniform community-property law for
all States. In Arkansas, by a different
kind of law, husband and wife are given
the right to form a business partnership.
While by law it may be done in California
and other community-property States,
in Arkansas a husband may not, by gift,
bestow upon his wife a half interest in
“his property or his income and have it
so recognized for the purposes of Fed-
eral income tax, although it is under the
Arkansas law; but if the husband makes
the gift and pays the Federal gift tax on
it to the Federal Government, the wife
still cannot receive the income from her
half interest, though it is recognized as
her property; the husband is still re-
quired to pay the Federal income tax on
it, although his wife legally owns it. I
submit that if the Bureau of Internal
Revenue feels itself under moral or legal
obligation to recognize community-prop-
erty laws in a State such as California,
it should likewise recognize the partner-
ship laws of Arkansas and other States.
If a man, as a matter of choice, not as
a matter of legal requirement, forms a
partnership with his wife and divides
his income with her, as wel! as his prop-
erty and business, then the Government,
recognizing the community-property law
of certain States, should likewise recog-
nize the Arkansas partnership law. As
long as the law exists as it now is, and
as long as the ruling stands, with result-
ing injustices and discriminations perpe-
trated not only upon the people of my
State but upon the people of 37 other
States, I shall make every effort to have
Justice done, and this defenseless in-
justice removed from our tax system and
laws.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a moment at
this point?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, in deal-
ing with the problem of taxation, inequi-
ties are encountered which should be
eliminated after hearings before proper
committees of the Senate and House,
where the full facts should be presented.
But, while the able Senator from Arkan-
sas is mentioning certain inequities, I
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merely wish to call his attention to one
growing out of the 1942 Federal estate
taxes. When a decedent in a com-
munity-property State dies, the Federal
Government levies an estate tax on the
entire community-partnership property,
except, first, property received as com-
pensation for personal services rendered
by the surviving spouse, and, second,
property derived originally from the sur-
vivor's separate property.

Suppose a husband and wife in Cali-
fornia accumulate a community-part-
nership estate of $300,000. The husband
does not own $300,000 of that partner-
ship property; he owns only half of it.
The wife owns the other half. For ex-
ample, she may will her half as she
pleases, free of her husband’'s control.
In the event of a divorce, she is entitled
to half the property, as a matter of
right. The wife’s power of testamentary
disposition is not a fiction; it is a fact.
The Federal Government cannot tell a
divorced husband in California that his
wife's community-partnership rights are
unreal. He knows better.

Under the 1942 estate-tax law, if the
husband dies first, the entire $300,000
is considered as forming a part of his
estate. Half of that estate was his
wife’s, and subject to her right to dis-
pose of it by will; but it falls into the
decedent’s estate. Thus, in California
and other community-partnership
States, but only in such States, a de-
ceased husband’s estate is taxed on prop-
erty he did not own and had never owned,
property not subject to his testamentary
disposition, property not transferred at
his death. In the community-partner-
ship States a widow is compelled to pay
an estate tax on property that legally
belongs to her, has always belonged to
her, and is subject to her sole testamen-
tary disposition.

I merely mention that at this time, to
show that there are other inequities in
other fields which, possibly, when the
permanent tax legislation is being con-
sidered next year, should be gone into
thoroughly before the Senate Finance
Committee, with ample opportunities
for all sides to present their views for
curing the inequities wherever they may
exist.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Then the Senator
agrees with me that the inequities ought
to be corrected?

Mr. ENOWLAND. I think certainly
that very careful study must be given
to the whole problem, in order to iron
out whatever inequities may exist.

Mr. McCLELL.AN. I can agree with
the Senator that certain other inequi-
ties exist that ought to be ironed out. If
they affect community-property States,
as the Senator related, and I feel sure
the Senator would be doing his State and
his people a service if he would under-
take to have those inequities eliminated;
just as I am trying to have removed this
particular inequity, which affects the peo-
ple of my State.

Mr. MILLTKIN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.
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Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to say
that the Senate Committee on Finance
was much impressed by the very excellent
argument which the senior Senator from
Arkansas presented to it on this subject.
It was the opinion of at least a majority
of the committee that, at this time, ef-
forts should be concentrated on giving
Federal income tax reduction relief.
That necessarily precluded ironing out
all the 15 or 20 group inequities for which
there is much argument, The House
Ways and Means Committee has started
its hearings, and the subject which the
Senator is discussing is one for top con-
sideration by that committee. I assure
the Senator it will be a subject for top
consideration by the Senate Finance
Committee in connection with the gen-
eral revision bill,

A moment ago I mentioned that it
was the opinion of the majority of the
committee that we should not undertake
to write a general revision bill at this
time. The Senator's proposal would
benefit 5,400,000 people. It would cost,
I assume, perhaps $750,000,000.

Mr, McCLELLAN. To which amend-
ment does the Senator refer?

Mr. MILLIKIN. The split-income
amendment. That amendment would
benefit a total of 5,400,000 married per-
sons.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator says it
would benefit them; does he not mean
it would remove the inequity to which
I have referred?

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes; by removing it,
it would benefit them. The committee
had the choice of whether we would go
through all the group inequities and ftry
to write a general revision bill at this
time, or whether we would concentrate
on a general income tax reduction bill.
Of course, the general income tax reduc-
tion bill will benefit all the people who
would be benefited by the Senator’'s meas-,
sure; but, in some cases, not in the same
degree. The Senator’s proposal would
not benefit people in low income tax
brackets, nor would it benefit those in the
very high income tax brackets. It would
not benefit single persons. It would not
benefit widows with children, or wid-
owers with children. It would not benefit
married couples, who have approximately
equal income,

Mr. McCLELLAN. While the Senator
says it would not benefit that class oi
people, I say it certainly would do them
no harm. . They would not be harmed
by it.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not saying tha.
they would be harmed, except that when
we establish a benefit for a special group,
the whole group must bear the cost of
the benefit.

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator refers
to them as “a special group.” If we are
in fact correcting a wrong, removing an
injustice under which we are now suffer-
ing, we are the special group which is
suffering, and we ought to have the relief.

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not arguing
against the removal of the injustice. I
merely wanted to make it clear why the
Senate Finance Committee did not ac-
cept at this time the Senator’s suggestion.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. I appreciate that
statement, and I appreciate the problem
which confronted the finance commit-
tee. The able Senator from Colorado
has been very kind, and I am sure he has
given this matter the consideration he
felt he could give to it at this time. But
I do want to emphasize the need for
correcting this injustice, and I say that
whether the present Congress acts or
not, some Congress is going to correct
it. The people of 38 States will expect
it to be done, and it will be done.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I was listening to the
colloguy between the able Senator from
Colorado and the able Senator from
Arkansas. The Senator from Colorado
pointed out that the amendment of the
Senator from Arkansas would benefit a
special group. As I see it, without the
amendment of the Senator from Arkan-
sas a benefit will be perpetuated in a
special group, which is not rightfully an
equal distribution of the burden of tax-
ation. The Senator is attempting to put
everyone on the same level whereas the
law as it now stands favors a special
group and we should not favor any spe-
cial group in the levying of taxes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is the very
point I was undertaking to make; that
while those who would benefit by this
proposal may be referred to as a special
group they are also a special group which
is now at a great disadvantage.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, McCLELLAN, I am glad to yield
to the Senator from New Mexico.
~ Mr. HATCH. I disagree with my dis-
tinguished and able friend, the Senator
from Maryland when he says that the
people of the community-property States
are receiving special benefits. Later
during the debate, when these amend-
ments come up, I hope we may discuss
the entire subject of community prop-
erty.

I wish to point out some of the bur-
dens that rest upon people under the
community property relationship and
It is not all benefit by any means.
I desire to emphasize again what the
Senator from California has just said,
that our community property law is a
law relating to property, one strictly and
solely within the rights of each sovereign
State. Both the Senator from Arkansas
and the Senator from Maryland will
agree that each State has the undoubted
right to establish its own laws regarding
property. I point out again that the
community property law has been in ef-
fect for a long time in my State and in
most of the other community property
States, long before there was any in-
come tax or any Federal estate tax of
any kind. It was a rule of property
which we deemed to be a wise rule, one
relating to the marital relationship and
property, and also covering certain social
aspects of that relationship. Under that
law the wife is the absolute owner of
one-half of all property acquired during
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marriage by the joint efforts of husbhand
and wife. Nothing the husband can do
can divest her of that ownership.

As I said, I do not want to discuss those
things now, but I wish to point out this
one thing, that the greatest wrong and
injustice that has ever been done under
any tax law was the law to which the
Senator from California referred, by
which the Federal Government levies an
estate tax upon the property of a widow
which is her own property, title being
vested in her by the provisions of the
community property law, and title not
passing by reason of the death of the
husband. The law in question did a great
wrong and injustice. It was in my opin-
ion, before the Supreme Court passed on
it, clearly unconstitutional, but that
question is now foreclosed. The Su-
preme Court has passed on it. It does
remain the right of Congress to correct
that clear wrong and injustice.

Generally on the proposition of the
right of the non-community-property
States to secure any adjustment which
they see fit, I will say that I have no ob-
jection to that. I think that the amend-
ment as offered now should be improved.
I think the whole subject should be con-
sidered and other injustices corrected at
the same time. But certainly the people
in the community property States are
not seeking any advantage over the peo-
ple in any other State. We do not want
the Congress, however, at any time to
interfere with and take from us that
which by the laws of our own States we
have determined Is ours, and under
which laws we have had long experience.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I should like to say
to the Senator from New Mexico that
what he has said is accurate respecting
each State having the right to pass laws
affecting the ownership of and succession
and other phases connected with prop-
erty. I would be the last individual in
the world to want to invade that field.
What I am frying to say to the Senator
is that in the levying of a Federal rather
than a State tax—without reflecting at
all on the system that may prevail in his
State or in any other State—the Federal
Government should devise its lJaw so that
people with the same income, or a man
and wife with the same income, whatever
the situation may be, will pay an equal
tax to the Federal Government as dif-
ferentiated from the State Government,
whether they live in Maine or whether
they live in New Mexico or California. I
think it is our duty so to devise our tax
law, certainly in line with the philosophy
of the amendment offered by the Senator
from Arkansas, as to make the burden of
taxation equal on all the citizens of the
country. Assuredly I did not intend,
and do not intend now, to cast the least
reflection on any of the community prop-
erty States, which have only done what
they have a right to do. Naturally the
Federal Government in entering that
field ought to be sensitive to the rights
and the set-ups there. But I think that
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when we devise a law, if it is proposed
to place less of a tax burden for the same
income on the people of the community-
property States, we should seek so to
write the law that the burden shall apply
equally all over the whole country. That
was the point I had in mind.

I should like to say further that, while
the Senator can very well point out and
cite abundant instances of people in
community-property States incurring
liabilities and responsibilities which
people in other States do not have, yet
that should not deter us in the Federal
fleld from trying to make our tax laws
apply to all our people with as much
equality as is humanly possible.

Mr., HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator again yield? 3

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. The only thing I wanted
to suggest was that so long as the iwo
systems prevail, the community-property
system on the one hand and the com-
mon-law system on the other, there is
going to be great difficulty in bringing
about proper uniformity between the two
systems. That is not the fault of the
common-law States nor the fault of the
community-property States. :

Mr, TYDINGS. That is true.

Mr. HATCH. Frankly, my own opin-
ion is that the community property law
is so far superior to the common law,
that each State in the Nation should
adopt the community property system.
Of course, that is a matter for each
State to determine for itself, but if each
should adopt it, then all States would be
on the same basis, and there would be no
trouble about the enactment of Federal
laws.

Mr. TYDINGS. I think there is a
great deal to be said for the community-
property idea. Like all good ideas, some
unfavorable things are said about it,
One of the reasons why it would be dif-
ficult for a common-law-property State
to be converted into & community-prop-
erty State is that such a conversion would
entail not only the abstract idea, but the
refinement of many laws and tax sys-
tems which would make it a superhuman
undertaking if it were sought to avoid
inflicting unintentional injustices, pen-
alties, and liabilities on the people of
such State. I believe that as time goes
on such a system may evolve. I do not
take issue with the statement that it has
many good points of equity and justice
as between man and wife, and as be-
tween the family and the State. My point
is that within the limit of reasonable pos-
sibility, when we frame a national tax
law we ought to try to frame it so that
so far as the payment of Federal taxes
is concerned, & man and wife, wherever
they are situated, will pay the same
amount on the same income, regardless
of the locus of the family.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. Of course, the general
aim and objective which the Senator
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from Maryland has stated, with respect
to having uniformity in all the States on
the question of Federal taxation, is one
which we all would like to accomplish.
But in the relations between husband and
wife, the situation differs in the various
States, In some States they have sep-
arate estates. The wife has her estate
and the husband has his, and the income
is divided for income tax purposes, just
as in the community-property States.
The wife who has separate property un-
der the laws of the State in which she
lives has no greater title to that separate
property than the wife in the communi-
ty-property State has to her share of the
community property.

I shall not press the argument at this
time. -The Senator wishes to proceed.
There is much to be considered in con-
nection with the entire question.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
from what the Senator from New Mex-
ico says, I know that a problem exists.
I am not as familiar with the laws of
the community-property States as is the
Senator, because he lives under such
laws in his State. But if the inequity
with respect to the inheritance tax which
the Government imposes compares with
the one we feel with respect to the differ-
ence in income taxes, I will say to the
Senator that I believe that both Sena-
tors from Arkansas will join hands with
him, and march together in trying to
correct these inequities by enacting a law
which will do justice to the Senator’s
State, to mine, and to all other States.

Mr. HATCH. I shall be most happy to
cooperate with the Senator. I am sure
that all of us from the community-
property States will be glad to cooperate
in as fair an adjustment as possible of
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the so-called inequities and discrimina-
tions. ;

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
this is not an attack by me on the com-
munity-property States or the laws of
those States, It is simply an effort on
my part to focus attention upon a dis-
crimination which exists. Let us find a
way to right it as soon as we can do so.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point as a part of my remarks table
No. 3, showing the situation of married
persons with no dependents, and con-
taining a comparison of individual in-
come tax payable under the present law
on specified net income by a husband
and wife residing in a community-prop-
erty State with the tax payable in a non-
community-property State.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

TasLe No. 3.—Married persons, no depend-
ents—Comparison of individual income
tax payable under present law on specified

- net incomes by a husband and wife resid-
ing in a community-property State with
tax payable in a non-community-property
State

Tax payable Amount and per.
\ ; cent. greater tax
;gm:hmmme(: in non-commu-
refore per- | Commu- | Non-com- nlt}'épt;iigarty
sonal ex- | nity-prop- | munity-
emption erty ] pl‘D‘D@f‘l’!’ \IEm ey fhe g
' State Btate Amount | Percent
TSR 00|
95.00|
190, 00 X
285.00) 285, 00
380, ool 380,001 ... e
570, 001 580,000 $19.00 3.33
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TasLe No. 8.—Married persons, no depend-
ents—Comparison of individual income
taz payable under present law on specified
net incomes by e husband and wife resid-
ing in a community-property State with
tar payable in a non-community-property
State—Continued

Tax payable .Amc‘l'ﬂm a::d per-
Combined cent greater tax
net income l:i?o_nmﬂm'
before per-| Commu- | Non-com- yspt!;ot%er ¥
sonalex- | nity-prop- | munity-
emption erty property
State! State* | s mount | Percent
$700. 00 $708. 00 $38, 00) 5.00
969, 00 1, (45, 00 70. 00 7.84
1,178, 00 1,292, 114. 00 0. 68
1, 387. 00/ 1, 577. 00 160. 00 13. 70
1, 586, 00 1, 862, 00 266, 00 16. 67
1, 843. 00 2,185, 00 342.00; 18,56
3, 154, 00 4, (47. 00 893.00f 28,31
6, 460, 00 9,082.00{ 2622001 40.
18, 724. 50| 24, 795. 00} . 6, 070. 50{ 32,42
560,274. 00| 63, 127. 50| 12, 853. 50|, 25, 57
86, 053, 50| 105, 383.-50| 18, 430.00] ~ 21. 20
127, 081. 50 148, 124.00] 21, 042.50] 16.56
169, 337, 50 191, 339, 50| 22,002.00f 1209
383, 543, 50| 407, 464. 50| 23, 021. 00 624
599, 668, 50) 623, 589. 50| 23, 021. 00 3.90
.| 815,793, 50{ 830, T14. 50{ 23, 921.00 2,68
000,000 _ {1, 680, 203. 501, T04, 214. 50| 23, 821. 00 142
$5,000,000.. . amm.ml-t,m,mum 1, 206. 50 .03

1 Income divided evenly between husband and wife.
2 Entire income reported by husband on' joint return,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr,. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
Recorp at this point, as a part of my re-
marks, table No. 4, which shows the
amounts of individual income tax under
the present law, under House bill 1 as
reported to the Senate, and under the
provisions of the bill as it is proposed to
be amended by the two amendments
which I have discussed today.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

TasrLE No. 4—Amounts of individual income tax under present law,' H. R. 1 as reported to the Senate for 1948, and plans to modify the
reported bill by either (1) exemption increases to $750, $1,500, and $500, for single persons, married couples, and dependents, respec-
tively, (2) income splitting, or (3) both the exemption increases and income splitting, for specified amounts of net income

MARRIED PERSON *—NO DEPENDENTS

Net income before personal exemption

Amounts of tax
Reported bill modified by *
P, th Ht]r}tlassm-t ___-E ption i
resent Iaw porie 0 senate E!e]]][)l.iﬂn in- Xam; 'I'.l_ M-
for 19452 creases to §750; | Income splitting | ¢ "mw‘s”"&f‘gh
§1,500. $500 income splitting
@ (3) % 5) 6)
£38 <o bl AT Ll i L ofd SR R
85 o iy FICERR T ST A ] L) SSaRA R T R e
180 133 567 133 067
285 28 133 200 133
380 304 228 266 200
580 471 388 456 366
TO8 38 566 08 52
1,045 836 737 75 692
1, 577 1, 262 1,148 1,110 1,024
2,185 1, 748 1,619 1,474 1,376
4, 047 3, 238 3,074 2,523 , 409
9,028 7,266 7,041 &, 168 5,024
24, 705 19, 836 18, 562 14, 980 14, 755
63, 128 51, 283 50, 432 40, 219 30, 046
191, 340 160, 264 159, 896 139, 187 138, 828
L 465 351, 574 351, 187 321, 262 320, 895
623, 560 544, 649 544, 562 510, 546 510, 159
839. 7156 T38, 324 737, 037 703, 921 708, 534
4, 275, 000 3, 825, 000 #3, 825, 000 3,707,921 3,797, 534

l Internal Revenue Code, as amended by the Revenue Act of 1945,

1 spouse has all the income,
' Assumes taxpayer is under 63 years of age

4 Taking into account maximum effective mte limitation of 85.5 percent.
8 Taking into account maximum effeetive rate limitation of 76.5 percent.

Nore.—Computations were made from nnrounded figures and will not necessarlly agree with figures computed from the rounded amounts and perceniages shown.

Bpuree: Treasnry Department, Division of Tax Research.
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I

ject, when I present the amendments.

I ask unanimous consent to have
have spoken longer than I intended. I printed in the Recorp at this point as a
wish to hurry through. I shall have an part of my remarks tables Nos, 5 and 6,
opportunity later to speak on this sub- which are related tables, together with
footnotes to tables 4 to 6, inclusive, show-
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ing how the two amendments would af-
fect the present tax bill and the present
tax law.

There being no objection, the tables

and footnotes were ordered to be printed
in the REcorD, as follows:

‘TasLE No. 5.—Comparison of effective rates of individual income tax under present law, H. R. 1 as reported to the Senate for 1948, and
plans to modify reported bill by either (1) exemption increases to $750, $1,500, and $500, for single persons, married couples, and
dependents, respectively, (2) income splitting, or (3) both the exemption increases and income splitting, for specified amounts of

net income

MARRIED PERSON *—NO DEPENDENTS

Effective rates

Reparted bill modified by i—
Net ineome before personal exemption H. l} 1as re- -
parted to Senate | g0 ntion [n- xemption in-
Rk creases to $750, | Income-splitting W 1o ﬂm
#1,500, $500 inmme-spll’tﬁng
Prereent Percent Percent Percent

axn O =y e 53 B — [arpy -
LRI O ENEESEERE e
SR WO OIS~k

BRI R REBENEEREE S o
00 =7 00 b 50 = = 2 S 08 65 00 08 = = =2 e b3

FHUZREBREEEE o am !
00 T2 B S D B S0 S 02 08 e~ O 83 83

2R R REEE SR ERRE R rpan
R RINC~IEID DRSS b

FEREREBEREARESeame
=l A LTl A S Pt

l Internal Revenue Code, a8 amended by the Revenue Act of 1045,
has all the

2 Agsumes 1 sp
& Assumes taxpayer is under 05 years of age.

Nore.—Computations were made from unrounded figures and will not necessarily agree with figures computed from the rounded amounts and percenmges shown.

Hource: Treasury Department, Division of Tax Research.

TaBLE No. 6.—Decrease in amounts and en’ectivé rates of individual income tax ﬂﬁder present law,! H. R. 1 as reported lo the Senate for
1948, and plans to modify reported bill by either (1) eremption increases to $750, 1,500, and $500, for single persons, married couples,
and dependents, respectively, (2) income splitting, or (3) both the exemption increases and income splitting, for specified amounts

of net income

MARRIED PERSON *—NO DEPENDENTS

Decrease in amounts of tax compared with present law Percentage-point decrease in effective rates compared with present law
Reported bill modified by 3 Reported bill modified by @
Net income before per- H.R.1 H.R.1
sonal exemption as reported to as reported to Exemption
Senate for Exemption Benate for Exemption inmm‘;.o $750,
1983 increases to $750, | Income splitting 1048 3 increases to $750, | Income splitting £1,600, £500. a'ud
$1,500, $500 §1,500, $500 ineome spll'tl.ing
Percent Percent Pereent Percent
s £a8 $11 L0 3.2 1.0 3.2
29 o5 2 L9 6.3 1.9 6.3
5 124 57 2.9 6.2 2.9 6.2
b7 152 86 23 6.1 3.4 61
6 152 114 2.5 5.1 3.8 6.0
118 201 133 2.9 6.0 3.3 5.6
160 243 190 3.2 4.0 3.8 5.3,
08 g 270 3.5 5.1 4.5 59
815 4 467 3.9 b4 5.8 6.9
437 560 711 4.4 57 7.1 8.1
809 073 1, 624 5.4 6.5 10.2 10.9
1,810 2,041 3,914 7.8 8.2 15.7 16.2
4, 959 5 22 9,815 9.9 10.5 19.6 20.1
11, 844 12, 195 22, 608 1.8 12.2 2.9 23.2
31, 076 31,443 62,153 12.4 12.6 20.9 2L0
55, 891 56, 278 86, 208 1.2 1.3 17.2 17.3
641 78, 028 113, 044 10. 5 10. 5 15.1 15.1
101, 891 101, 778 135, 794 10.1 10.2 13.8 13.6
450, 477, 080 * 9.0 9.0 0.5 9.5

1 Internal Revenue Code, as
3 Assumes 1 spouse has all the income,
3 Assumes taxpayer is under 65 years of age,

ded by the Revenue Act of 1045,

Note—Computations were made from unrounded figures and will not necessarily agree with figures computed from the rounded amounts and permnlasas shown,

Source: Treasory Department, Division of Tax Research,
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp at this point as a
part of my remarks table No. 7, showing
the tax burden upon married couples
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with no dependents for 1948, under the
present law.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,

as follows:

TABLE No. T—Taz burden upon married couples with no dependents for 1948 under present law

n Tax il present law
Tax il present law f?: Hgﬁ:ﬁga'“& is amended to
Tax under present is amended to a FSonE) raist exemptions
Net income before exemptions s bt collect tax on axome J:‘ to and to collect
; comm u}n ity S)l( mp for mar lawai on  eom
property hasis riod couple ;1}];::1 Ly property
[43] 2 3) 1) (5)
£38. 00 $38.00 [.
95, 00 QDG 155 4 e e e T e e
190. 00 1690, 00 £05. 00 205, 00
285. 00 285. 60 190, 00 180. 00
480, 00 480, 00 285. 00 285. 00
584, 00 570,00 484, 50 475. 00
T8, 00 760, 00 693, 50 665, 00
1, 045. 00 069, 00 921. 50 864, 50
1,292.00 1, 178. 00 1, 168, 50 1, 073. 50
1, 577. 00 1, 387, 00 1, 434. 50 1, 282.
1, B62. 00 1, 586, 00 1, 719. 50 1,491. 50
2, 185. 00 1, 843. 00 2,023. 50 1, 719, 50
4, 047. 00 3, 154. 00 3,842,756 3, 011. 50
9, 082, 00 6, 460. 00 8, 801. 75 G, 2790, 50
24, 795. 00 18, 724. 50 24, 453. 00 18, 444. 25
63, 127. 50 0, 274. 00 62, 714. 25 49, 932,00
105, 383. 50 86, 953. 50 104, 960, 75 86, 568. 756
148, 124. 00 127, 081 &0 147, 696. 50 126, 668, 25
181, 338, 50 169, 337. 50 180, 907. 25 168, 014. 75
a%, 464, 50 383, 543. 60 407, 032. 25 383, 111. 25
, 580. 50 500, G68. 50 023, 157, 25 509, 236, 25
830, 714. 50 815, 703. 50 530, 282, 25 815, 361. 25
1, 704, 214, 50 1, 680, 293. 50 1, 708, 782. 25 1, 674, 861, 256
4, 275, 000. 00 4, 273, 793. 50 4, 275, 000. 00 4,273, 361. 25
s 800, 000, 000, 00 3, 000, 000, 800, 000, 000 00
(million) (bl“iﬂ!l} (billion)

Total loss of revenue under present law with raised exemptions and community preperty split, $3,800,000,000.

Source; Joint Committee on Internal Revenue.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
call attention to the fact that the loss
to the Treasury by reason of the com-
munity-property amendment which I
shall propose would be $800,000,000. The
loss from raising the personal exemption
as I propose would be $3,000,000,000,
making a total of $3,800,000,000, which is
identical in amount with the estimated
loss which would be sustained if the
House bill were enacted into law.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECorDp at this point as a
part of my remarks a letter from the
Treasury Department, showing the effect
which this bill would have in total losses
and the effect of the amendments which
I have discussed will have, if adopted.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, May 22, 1947.
Hon. JoHN L. MCCLELLAN,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SENATOR: This is in reference to
your telephonic request of May 16, 1847, for
estimates and tables showing the individual
income-tax liabilities of married persons with
no dependents under H. R. 1 as reported by
the Senate Finance Committee further modi-
fied to allow: (1) An increase in exemptions
of slngle persons, married couples and de-
pendents to $760, $1,600, and $500, respec-
tively; (2) income splitting; (38) the increase
In exemptions and income splitting.

On a full-year basis, assuming income pay-
ments of $166,000,000,000, the first m ca=
tion would increase the revenue loss under
H. R. 1 as reported by the Senate Finance
Committee by about $2,100,000,000, or from
$3,800,000,000 to $5,900,000,000: the second

modification would increase the revenue loss
by about $800,000,000, or from $3,800,000,000
to $4,600,000,000; and the third modification
wculd increase the revenue loss by about
$2,800,000,000, or from §3,800,000,000 to
$6,600,000,000.

I am enclosing tables which you requested,
showing the tax liabilities of married persons
with no dependents under these three modi-
fications compared with the tax liabilities
under present law and H. R. 1 as reported by
the Senate Finance Committee.

Sincerely yours,
A. L. M, WIicGINS,
Acting Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr. McCLELLAN. As evidence of how
serious this question is to the people of
my State, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the Recorp at this point
a news article published in the Arkansas
Gazette of May 11, 1947, dealing with
this subject. It shows that our people
are greatly concerned about it, and that
my State is suffering because of the
situation. There is urgent need for the
correction of these conditions,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

RICH ARKANSANS MoOVE TO TEXAS, Save Bic

SuMs—REDUCE FEDERAL INCOME TAXES

(By John L, Fletcher)

TEXARKANA, May 10.—Wealthy families on
the Arkansas side of this city are pulling up
stakes and moving a few blocks into Texas
in order to save big chunks of tax money.

A dentist sald he saves 875 to 100 a month,

A merchant admitted that his tax bill has
been reduced $12 a day, or $360 a month,
since he transferred his residence to Texas.

Any resident of Arkansas who nets $100,000
a year, and whose spouse contributes nothing
to his income, must pay $12,996 more in Fed-
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eral income tax than a Texan who earns the
same amount.

Some Arkansas families are eﬂecting sim-
ilar savings by moving their homes to Okla-
homa or Louisiana. These bordering States
are among nine which enjoy community-
property laws.

A community-property State permits hus-
band and wife to divide their income equally
when computing income taxes. If the hus-
band were required to pay the high rate on
his $100,000 income, his Federal income tax
bill would be $63,054. When each spouse
reports $50,000 income, the rate is reduced
and the total tax is only $50,958.

Arkansas has no community-property
statute. A husband whose wife does not
earn a salary must pay the higher rate on
the entire income.

Although this discrimination has been in
effect for years, many residents of Arkansas
did not know it until their incomes began to
swell during the war,

COMMUNITY-PROPERTY STATES HAVE BIG
ADVANTAGE

The following table shows the advantage
held by community-property States:

N-on-nom-l Commu- gﬁeﬁ;
Eurtax net income mggg:,g) pr];ge’;ty Federal
State | State | NCome
8778 $760 $18
1,202 1,178 114
1, 862 1, 506 206
2, 508 2,000 415
3,230 2, 584 6
4,047 3,14 B
4,940 3,724 1, 216
0, 897 5,016 1, 881
10, 203 a1 2,926
13, 737 9, 3,857
25, 470 19, 285 6, 104
63, 854 12, 996

BUSINESSMEN AGREE DISCRIMINATION IS
UNFAIR

Among Arkansas business and professional
men who have moved to the Texas side re-
cently are Arthur Temple, president of the
Southern Pine Lumber Co.; Dr. L. P. Good,
Dr, George W. Parson, and Dr. Rowe Smith,

Dr. Smith, a dentist, said he moved only
8 blocks into Texas to save $75 to $100 a
month, -

“The discrimination is unfair,” he saild.
“Every citizen of the United States owes an
equal obligation to the Government. But
none should be required to pay more taxes
than others of the same income bracket.

“At our chamber of commerce meetings
we have made it plain that Arkansas resi-
dents don't want to deprive community-
property States of their tax laws but we
want the same privileges.

“A businessman can remain on the Ar-
kansas side and reduce his income taxes by
giving his wife and children part of his firm's
stock but a professional man or a wage
earner has no stock to distribute and, there-
fore, must pay a higher rate than his neigh-
bor across the State line.”

Several former Arkansans said they will be
able to pay for new homes in Texas with
money saved from Federal income taxes In
2 or 3 years. The new North Texarkana
residential area in Bowle County, Tex., was
developed by men who desire to reduce their
income taxes and escape the high ad valorem
tax in Texarkana, Tex.

ARKANSAS SUFFERS, VALUE OF REAL ESTATE
AFFECTED
The Arkansas side was known as the city’s
residential district until a few years ago.
Now wealthy families are bullding new
homes, including one that will cost $75,000
in Texas.
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“The significant thing is that the trend is
away from Arkansas,” said President Steuart
Wilson of the State National Bank. "“Many of
these beautiful new homes would have been
built in Arkansas had the tax laws been
equal.”

Real-estate values have been affected. A
banker, lawyer and realtor agreed that a
house and lot on the Texas side will cost
$1,500 to £3,000 more than identical property
across the street in Arkansas. The difference
in price becomes marked above the $6,000
class of homes.

C. E. Palmer, publisher of the Texarkana
Gazette and a chain of Arkansas newspapers,
has enjoyed the advantages of Texas laws for
many years. He said he did not move to
Texas to save income taxes.

“But the community-property law is an
equitable one,” he said. “I have seen the
time, however, when the income tax rate
made no difference in my business. Those
were the lean years.”

Texas has bad a community-property law
since it was admitted to the Unjon. It was
an old Spanish right which it retained to
iteelf. Texas has no State Income tax, but
this slight advantage over Arkansas is not
great enough to cause a high fever.

Texas has no sales tax and its gasoline
and cigarette taxes are lower than those In
Arkansas, The latter State’s legislature, rec-
ognizing this inequality, has enacted laws
permitting merchants in a border city to col-
lect & tax no higher than their competitors
across the line,

Texas filling stations, however, take advan-
tage of the higher gasoline tax in the rest
of Arkansas. Signs on the Texas slde warn
tourists to: “Fill up before entering Ar-
kansas."

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President,
when the parliamentary situation per-
mits, I shall offer the amendments which
I have discussed this afternoon,

APPLICATION OF CERTAIN FEDERAL
STATUTES TO SPECIAL COMMITTEE
COUNSEL .

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, on
April 28, Senate Joint Resolution 107,
dealing with the authorization to em-
ploy special counsel for the Special Com-
mittee To Investigate the National De-
fense Program was passed. On the same
date the Senator from Michigan [Mr,
Fercuson] entered a motion to recon-
sider the passage of the joint resolution.

I ask unanimous consent that the un-
finished business be temporarily laid
aside so that we may consider the mo-
tion of the Senator from Michigan, and
also that an amendment may be offered
to the joint resolution. I think the ques-
tion is susceptible of easy disposition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be stated by title
for the information of the Senate,

The CHier CLERE. A joint resolution
(S, J. Res. 107) limiting the application
of provisions of Federal law to counse]
employed under Senate Resolution 46,

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr, President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it,

Mr. MILLIKIN. As I understand, the
request of the Senator from Maine would
not result in displacing the tax bill or
preventing further consideration of it
today, and would not interfere with the
vote on Monday, as agreed.

Mr, BREWSTER. That certainly is
not my desire.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
not interfere at all with the status of the
unfinished business.

Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from Maine? The Chair hears
none.

Mr., BREWSTER. My, President, at
the proper time it is desired to offer an
amendment to the joint resolution, on
page 2, line 5, after the words “shall be
deemed to”, to strike out “authorize such
counsel” and insert “limit, curtail, or
augment any existing authority in such
committee or its counsel.”

That amendment is the result of a
discussion with the committee and with
all concerned. It clarifies the picture
which was presenied by some doubts
which were raised in the message from
the President.

It is believed by the committee that
this language will overcome any possible
objections thereto and will fully clarify
the situation, sn that the authority of
the committee and of its counsel will be
in no way affected for better or for
worse by the action of the Senate and
the House if they shall concur in agree-
ing to the new measure which is here
proposed.

The matter has been under discussion
with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Harcr], senior minority member of the
Special Committee To Investigate the
National Defense Program, who, I think,
can indicate his own views in the matter.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I think
it is the same amendment which we dis-
cussed in the committee, and our gen-
eral understanding is that the only pur-
pose of the amendment is to make cer-
tain that whatever rights the committee
may now have under existing laws shall
not be changed, modified, or iepealed
by the adoption of this resolu’‘on.

Mr. BREWSTER. That is the under-
standing, and that was particularly true
in view of the resolution which the Sen-
ate adopted by single action some 15
years ago, I think, on the motion of the
late Senator from Missouri, Mr. Reed,
which authorized the Senate to bring
actions in behalf of the United States
on its own motion. Whether that reso-
lution is valid and what would be its
effect we do not care now to discuss.
We were not even conscious of it when
the original measure was proposed, and
we felt that we should leave the situa-
tion exactly as it is. If the resolution
has validity and power, it is effective;
if not, it is not effective. The purpose

. of the language proposed in the amend-

ment was that there would be no gues-
tion as to any change in existing law.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further, I should like
to ask one more question. The joint
resolution which we passed several weeks
ago did correct, did it not, the objections
which were pointed out in the Presi-
dent’s veto message?

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct.
As to whether it is valid or not we might
argue here endlessly. It seemed better,
in the interest of orderly action, that,
rather than argue about the matter, we
dispose of it, since none of us had ever
contemplated that any of the difficul-
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ties which were anticipated would be the
result of the legislation.

Mr. HATCH. 1 recall that the joint
resolution was passed by the Senate, and
later a motion to reconsider was sub-
mitted. Has that motion ever been dis-
posed of? I am trying to clarify the
parliamentary situation.

Mr. BREWSTER. Unanimous con-
sent has been asked to have the motion
taken up. I have submitted the matter
to the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Ferguson], and I am glad he is now in
the Chamber. Since he made the mo-
tion to reconsider, I understand that the
proper parliamentary procedure would
be for him to request that it be now con-
sidered by the Senate, and I under-
stood he was ready to do that.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, on
April 28, 1947, the joint resolution in
question was passed. At that time I
deemed it advisable to ask for a recon-
sideration, because I was of the opinion
that the joint resolution as then passed
was not properly worded and would not
properly protect the activities of the
committee in the future, Since that
time we have prepared certain phrase-
ology which is to be offered as an amend-
ment to Senate Joint Resolution 107, if
it is reconsidered. I do not think there
will be any objection to the amendment.

When I moved to reconsider I felt that,
rather than to allow Senate Joint Reso-
lution 107 to pass, the Senate should vote
to override, or not to override, the veto as
the Senate might determine. Af no time,
as I understand, have any of the ma-
jority members of the committee or any
members of it desired to take over activi-
ties of the Department of Justice or of
the Attorney General of the United
States. The executive branch of the
Government has its job to do as well as
has the legislative branch. If it had not
been for the fact that the Senate had
passed resolutions similar to the one
which was vetoed, I would have felt that
the Attorney General was trying to pro-
tect his particular office. It appears, since
the Republicans became the majority
party, the Department is more active to
preserve its rights. I hope it will re-
tain all its rights and that it will use very
effectively those which it retains; but I
feel strongly that the Senate of the
United States, through its committees,
should have full power to carry out the
investigatory power lodged in it, because
if that be not done we cannot properly
perform our functions as the policy-
making branch of the Government to
determine what laws should be passed
and what laws should not be passed.

So I want to say that should there be
any wording in the resolution which
would take from the committee one par-
ticle of power which it now has under
the existing law, I would be the first to
propose proper legislation by which we
would be able to perform each and every
one of our functions.

It is not my purpose to take away any
rights from either the Congress or the
Attorney General. I think their respec-
tive rights should bhe preserved. But
should we find in the future that there is
an attempt on the part of the executive
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branch to interfete with the rights of
the committee to investigate the war ef-
fort, then, as a Member of the Senate, I
would come back to this body and re-
quest that action be taken to assure that
every power the Senate or the Congress
could legitimately bestow be granted the
committee so as to enable it to conduct
a full and complete investigation. Time
alone will tell whether or not there will
be any attempts made to stifle the in-
vestigation by the committee. But
should that be the case, and should any
road blocks be placed in the way of the
committee, I know that each member of
the committee will feel that he should
come back here and ask for full author-
ity. As I say, should there be any fur-
ther road blocks in the way of an inves-
tigation, I want the Senate to feel that
I shall return to advocate the right to a
full and complete investigation.

I now ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the motion
which I entered on April 28 to reconsider
the votes by which Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 107 was ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Michigan? The Chair hears none,
and the question is on the motion to
reconsider.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution is again before the Sen-
ate, and is open to amendment.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
offer the amendment which I send to the
desk and ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk wil!' state the amendment.

The Cuier CLERK. It is proposed in line
5, on page 2, after the words “shall be
deemed to”, to strike out the words “au-
thorize such counsel” and to insert in
lieu thereof the words “limit, curtail, or
augment any existing authority in such
committee or its counsel.”

The PREESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. FERGUSON].

Mr.. HATCH. Mr. President, the
Senator from Michigan was not here
when I propounded this question to the
Senator from Maine. In order that he
may have a thorough understanding,
let me say that it is my understanding
that the amendment which he has pro-
posed is to strike out certain words, and
the language which he seeks to add
changes the resolution only to the extent
of making certain that the committee
or its counsel retain whatever authority
they may now have under present or ex-
isting law?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; under present
existing law.

Mr. HATCH.
or existing law.

Mr. FERGUSON. But it makes cer-
tain that there is no repeal of any exist-
ing law or authority inherent to the
committee or previously given to it.

Mr. HATCH. That is simply stating
the same proposition in the reverse.

Mr. FERGUSON. Nor does it provide
an implied repeal of any existing au-
thority or law, other than as stated
therein.

Mr. HATCH. That is agreeable.

The

It adds nothing to pres-

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FERGUSON. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY, But that is not all;
it includes counsel.

Mr, FERGUSON. Oh, yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. I have no objection
to what the committee does; but to au-
thorize counsel, independently of the
committee, to do a number of things,
should not be permitted, in my opinion.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, the
counsel has no authority which the com-~
mittee does not have.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if I may
answer, let me say that the language the
Senator has inserted does not authorize
anything. It merely retains what may
exist either in counsel or in the com-
mittee.

Mr. FERGUSON. That is correct; but
it makes sure that nothing is repealed
or taken away.

Mr. CONNALLY. I think there is a
great deal of difference between a com-
mittee and its counsel, I do not object
to giving a committee authority to do
things, but I am not in favor of au-
thorizing counsel to do many things in-
dependently of the committee.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
think the history of this matter indi-
cates that the committee conducts the
business of the committee, and has coun-
sel as its representative, and he does the
things he is authorized to do, and ap-
pears where he is authorized to appear.
I think the chairman of the committee
will confirm that statement.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
think I can clear up what is in the mind
of the Senator from Texas. Counsel is
mentioned here because this is a special
act dealing especially with our counsel,
a former distinguished colleague, under
circumstances which the Senator from
Texas knows. That is why the word
“counsel” is included. However, under
this joint resolution, he receives no power
which he does not already possess.

Mr. CONNALLY. But why should we
permit the counsel to do things on his
own?

Mr. BREWSTER. Because this meas-
ure deals entirely with permission to em-
ploy counsel under circumstances in
which the committee would not other-
wise be authorized to employ such coun-
sel. We wish to make it clear that al-
though we make this exception t{o the
general rule in respect to permitting the
employment of counsel, for reasons
which the Senator understands, yet such
counsel will receive no power which he
would not otherwise possess.

Mr. CONNALLY, I thank the Senator
for his unilluminating exposition of a
foggy mind. [Laughter.]

Mr. BREWSTER. I certainly cannot
agree with the feggy mind of the Senator
from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michi-
gan.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 107)
was ordered to be engrossed for a third
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reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

Resolved, ete., That nothing in section 109
or section 113 of the Criminal Code (U. 8. C.,
1940 edition, title 18, secs. 198 and 203), or
in section 361, section 365, or section 366 of
the Revised Statutes (U. 8. C. 1940 ed,,
title 5, secs. 306, 314, and 315), or In any
other provision of Federal taw imposing re-
strictions, requirements, or penalties in rela-
tion to the employment of persons, the per-
formance of services, or the payment or re-
ceipt of compensation in connection with any
claim, proceeding, or matter involving the
United States, shall apply with respect to
counsel tr the special committee of the ;en-
ate serving under the provisions of S. Res.
46, Elghtieth Congress, first session, adopted
January 22, 1947: Provided, however, That
nothing contained herein shall ve deemed to
limit, curtail, or augment any existing au-
thority in such committee or its counsel, to
initiate, prosecute, maintain, defend, or
otherwise dispose of any claim, action, pro-
ceeding, or matter, eivil or criminal, on behalf
of the United States,

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I desire
to advert to the discussion which has just
taken plaee in regard to the joint reso-
lution which passed the Senate. I wish
to make it as clear as I possibly can that
there is nothing in the measure which
confers any authority whatsoever. All
it does is to remove certain restrictions
and limitations of Federal law; and the
present language of the joint resolution
only seeks to retain in the committee,
and in its counsel, for that matter, what-
ever power they now possess under Fed-
eral law. It grants no authority or
power whatsoever either to the commit-
tee or to the counsel.

I am absolutely correct in that state-
ment; am I not? I propound that ques-
tion to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
doubt whether our discussion after the
passage of the joint resolution would be
regarded as legislative history. I think
the Senator is correct in saying that the
joint resolution does not purport to
grant any authority; it simply tries to
restrict the taking away of any authority.

DESTRUCTION OF SURPLUS POTATOES

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, yester-
day there was a discussion, inaugurated
by the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
JoHNson], concerning the disposal or
destruction of certain potatoes in the
State of Alabama, At that time I
stated that I do not come from a State
in which potatoes are produced on a
commercial basis and I do not have much
knowledge of the situation regarding
potatoes. I did ask certain Senators
who then were present and had some
knowledge of the subject to make state-
ments regarding it. The distinguished
Senator from Florida [Mr. Horranp],
who now is in the Chamber, and the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Carolina,
who also was present at that time, .
pointed out the existing situation with ~
respect to the destruction and disposal
of potatoes in the Southern States, and
I think their statements clarify the
situation.

However, today I wish to give a some-
what more comprehensive review of the
entire potato situation. Let me say that
the memorandum which I shall now read
was furnished to me by the Department
of Agriculture, and it clearly sets forth
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the entire program, and supplies infor-
mation which I myself did not possess.
The memorandum reads as follows:

MEMORANDUM ON POTATO PRICE SUFPORT
1946 PROGRAM

Under what is commonly known as the
Steagall amendment, the Department of Agri-
culture supports the price of any Steagall
commodity at not.less than 90 percent of
parity for two full calendar years after the
formal declaration of the end of hostilities.
A Steagall commodity is any farm commod-
ity for which increased production was
formally requested by the Department dur-
ing the war. Potatoes are such a commod-
ity. And so—with the end of hostilities
formally declared by President Truman as
ot December 31, 1846—the Department Is
under statutory obligation to support the
price of potatoes at not less than 90 percent
of parity until December 31, 1948.

The fact that this obligation was causing
the Department serious marketing problems
in connection with the 1946 potato crop and
might cause even more serious problems in
connection with other crops in 1847 was
called to the attention of Congress by Sec-
retary of Agriculture Clinton P. Anderson
in November 1946 and again in January
1947. In his statement to the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture on January 22, 1947,
SBecretary Anderson said: “In November I
addressed a letter to the then chairman and
renking minority members of the Agricul-
ture Committees in both the House and the
Senate in which I discussed the whole ques-
tion of price-support policy and the objec-
tives of price-support legislation and urged
thorough consideration of the problems that
have arisen in this connection. Nothing has
happened to make consideration of these
problems any less urgent. In fact, the
urgency has increased with the declaration
by the President of the termination of hostil-
ities and the certainty that price supports of
the Steagall amendment will end after two
full years.”

Hence, the fact that large quantities of
1946-crop potatoes were purchased by the
Department of Agriculture, and that some
of them were “dumped,” should occasion no
surprise. Nor should we be surprised at the
recent report that a small quantity of 1947-
crop potatoes has been purchased by the De-
partment and destroyed after futile attempts
to find any possible use for them. The De-
partment is merely carrying out sound sup-
port provisions, which require that Amer-
ican farmers be protected against unfairly
low prices during the period of reconversion
from the all-out levels of production required
by the war.

Even though every conceivable step was
taken by the Department to find some pos-
sible use for the surplus potatoes from the
1846 crop, waste of part of the surplus could
not be avoided. Despite lowered production
goals for the 1946 crop, a combination of
many factors—the use of better seed, the
employment of new and improved insecti-
cides, and ideal growing conditions through-
out the Nation—all coincided to produce a
record potato crop of nearly 475,000,000
bushels. This was from ninety to one hun-
dred million bushels in excess of the produc-
tion goal set early in the year and nearly
50,000,000 bushels more than the large crop
of 425,000,000 bushels in 1945 when there
was considerable difficulty in marketing a
crop even of this size. :

The various steps taken by the Depart-
ment to dispose of the 1946 crop with a min-
imum of waste and expense to the Govern-
ment are described briefly in the following
paragraphs:

DISTRIBUTION THROUGH NORMAL TRADE OUTLETS

The Department of Agriculture recognized
early in the year that a bumper crop would
be harvested and made immediate prepara-
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tions to assist all branches of the distributive
food trades in moving these potatoes through
normal channels of distribution into human
consumption. From the outset of the prob-
lem in 1941, the Department cooperated fully
with the food industry in moving potatoes.
This industry-Government cooperation is
estimated to have resulted in a substantial
increase in consumption of potatoes during
at least part of the year.
DISTRIBUTION THROUGH SCHOOL-LUNCH
PROGRAM

As the potato harvest progressed north-
ward from the early producing Southern
States, it became impossible for normal food-
distribution channels to handle the enor-
mous potato supplies. The Department fol-
lowed an aggressive and continuing program
of moving potatoes into. its school-lunch pro-
gram and to charitable institutions.

. I digress here to state that the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. JouNsoN | raised the
point yesterday about using potatoes for
charitable, tax-free institutions, exactly
what the Department of Agriculture did
fo a large extenf, and as much as pos-
sible, with the surplus crop of 1946,

To these outlets potatoes were furnished
free, as In past years. During the last year
nearly 3,000,000 bushels of potatoes were so
utilized.

. EXPORT OUTLETS

Every effort was made to get these pota-
toes to hungry people abroad. They were
offered at nearly token prices—as low as 4
cents per hundred pounds—for relief feeding
abroad. In addition, a subsidy program was
set up under which private exporters were
able to send potatoes to South America and
the Philippines, as well as other countries.
By May of 1947 about 10,500,000 bushels,
which was more than 10 percent of the total
surplus, had been exported to points as
widely separated as Italy and Korea, Ger-
many and China.

DIVISION EFFORTS

When outlets to human consumption be-
came clogged the Department pressed a pro-
gram of diverting surplus potatoes to live-
stock feed, so that the potatoes would even-
tually take their place in the form of meat
and milk in the human diet. Potatoes for
use as livestock feed, for feeding dairy cattle,
and for fattening beef cattle and hogs, were
made available at prices that ranged from 20
cents per hundredweight f. 0. b. at country
shipping points to a penny a hundredweight.
Through this program the Department moved
approximately 11,000,000 bushels of potatoes.

The Department, in its efforts to find a
oractical utilization for the potatoes, also
made another estimated 10,500,000 bushels
available to starch mills manufacturing
starch for use both in the United States and
abroad.

The greatest diversion of potatoes that
otherwise would have been completely
wasted was to the distillers of beverage and
industrial alcohol.

In this connection I will say that a
distinguished Senator, who I believe is on
the floor at this time, though I do not
know whether he is giving heed to my
remarks, asked me yesterday with re-
gard to this very duestion. He said,
“My goodness, I understand potatoes can
be used in producing alcohol.” That is
exactly what has been done.

Then we come to export outlets:

Into these outlets the Department moved
around 30,000,000 bushels of potatoes.

Thus, by exploiting diversion outlets to the
fullest possible extent, the Department was
able to find effective use for nearly 65,000,000
bushels of the approximately 90,000,000 to
100,000,000 bushel surplus.
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ESTIMATED LOSS

The Department belleves, according to pre-
liminary figures, that in the course of han-
dling this all-time record crop of potatoes,
there was a resulting waste of something like
22,000,000 bushels. Roughly, this is about
what Department officials had estimated ear-
lier as a probable figure of waste and shrink-
age. In view of the size of the crop, it was
believed that no practical use could be found
for some 20 percent of the surplus potatoes,
Every effort was made, however, to keep this
waste and shrinkage to a minimum and to
confine it to low grade and inferior gquality
potatoes, which customarily would encoun-
ter difficulties in finding a market.

The over-all cost to the Government under
the mandatory support program has been
estimated at $100,000,000. Of this amount
the Department will recover about $20,000,-
000, leaving a net cost to the Government of
approximately $80.000.000.

1947 PROGRAM

Rzcognizing that a combination of hetter
cultural practices and a pronounced shift of
potato acreage from low- to high-producing
areas promised continucd high yields per
acre, the Department tightened its potato
program for 1947,

THE GOAL

The program called for a reduction in na-
tional acreage from 2,669,800 to 2,517,000
acres, and set up acreage guotas Wwithin
which potato growers must remain in order
to be eligible for price support. This was -
done after a study of data that revealed
yields per acre had been increasing at a more
rapi-i rate than had been earlier estimated—
at a time when potato acreage has been de-
clining nationally The 1947 goal in pro-
duction is 375,000,000 bushels.

Another significant factor is that per capi-
ta consumption of potatoes has been declin-
ing as national food habits turned from
heavy breakfasts, and the potato at other
meals competed with other vegetables readily
made available both through better trans-
portation facilities and the avenue of proc-
essed foods.

PROGRAM EMPHASIZES QUALITY

The 1947 potato price-support program
emphasizes further that removal of potatoes
from food channels will be limited insofar
as possible to the lower grade and inferior
quality potatoes which growers have histor-
ieally found difficulty in marketing.

That corroborates what the Senator
from Florida said yesterday. It also
rather strongly refutes the statement
made by the Senator from Colorado—
and I am serry he is not present—that
the potatoes which were destroyed in
Alabama were the same kind for which
we pay 10 cents a pound in the city of
Washington. That, I am sure, is clearly
an error. The potatoes which were de-
stroyed were only the lower grade, in-
ferior quality potatoes, for which there
was no market at all.

This will be accomplished by Government
purchase of lower grades, and through mark-
eting agreements and orders, and will result
in the consumer obtalning better quality
potatoes.

DISPOSAL EFFORTS

As distribution in commercial channels
fails to handle all marketable potatoes, the
Department will continue, under ‘the 1947
P! am, to make available for school lunch,
for charitable Institutions and organizations,
all the potatoes these outlets can handle.
These potatoes will be furnished free.

Export operations will also continue, to the
extent that supplies warrant such operations,
as will diversion to stockfeed and manufac-
turing plants.
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COMPLIANCE WITH 1947 GOALS

Farmers generally seem to be staying with-
in their 1947 acreage goals, according to re-
ports up to this time. It was anticipated
that there would be, however, some local sur=-
pluses in the early and intermediate potato-
producing areas, due to adverse spring
weather. Because of delaying weather, po-
tato harvests in these areas may tend to
bunct up and overlap this year, instead of
coming on in an orderly area by area manner.

DISFOSAL OF LOCAL SURFLUS

One such circumstance has been encoun-
tered this month in Alabama. There a supply
of about 28,600 bushels of early potatces be-
yond usual needs developed. Of this amount,
21,000 bushels were distributed to school
lunch and institutions.

Mr. President, I call special attention to
the fact that of 28500 bushels, 21,000
have been distributed to the school-lunch
programs and to charitable institutions.
For the others, No. 2 and B grade po-
tatoes, every avenue of possible practical
use was explored. It was determined
that there were no dehydration facilities
available. The point was made yester-
day that these potatoes should have been
dehydrated, but unfortunately the facili-
ties for doing that were not available. It
was determined also—

that farmers with good pasture did not wish
to experiment with feeding these potatoes
to their livestcck. The potatoes are thin-
skinned and of such high water content that
export was not feasible. Freight charges pre-
cluded sending these potatoes north for use
in starch plants. Alcohol plants were not in-
terested in so small an amount of potatoes.
Their use of potatoes is predicated upon a
continuing supply.

All avenues of practical disposition having
been explored, and no practical use being
found for the 7,500 bushels of potatces re-
maining, there was no recourse but to dump
them. This ultimate, and seemingly waste-
ful, disposition of the smaller portion of the
local surplus of Alabama potatoes is a prac-
tice historically followed by all potato pro-
ducers. When the producer finds his market
glutted, he ordinarily brings to market his
best potatoes and abandons the lower grades,
frequently leaving them in the ground to
save the labor cost.

In other ereas, as in Alabama, every eflort
will be made to get 1947 crop potatoes into
human consumption. Following that, every
avenue through which the potatoes may be
put to some practical use, for stock feed or
manufactured products, will be explored be-
fore a single bushel of potatoes is dumped.
The only potatoes that will be so disposed
of. if that is the only recourse, will be pota-
toes of low grade and inferior quality which
would not ordinarily appear in food chan-
nels. These are the potatoes which havée been
showing up in news pictures. If there are
more local surpluses which cannot be utilized,
more of these “dramatic” pictures may ap-
pear.

Waste of these potatoes under the condi-
tions of several years ago would attract lit-
tle attention. Surpluses were normally used
as livestock feed or were left in the ground,
with the potato growers taking a financial
beating. It is only the fact of a government
operation which makes headlines. This,
however, does not alter at all the fact that
farmers are entitled to reconversion protec-
tion, on a basis comparable with the protec-
tion given industry. Such protection from
price collapse is in the interests of the whole
national economy, as well as that of the
farmer himself.

Mr. President, I am happy to have ob-
tained this information so that it could
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be made a part of the record; for, as I
said yesterday, Secretary Anderson, who
comes from my State, and with whom I
have been intimately acquainted for
many years, is a man who does not at all
believe in any doctrine of scarcity or
waste, especially wanton or willful de-
struction. I knew that when the potato
question arose, Secretary Anderson had
used every possible effort to put potatoes
where preferably they could reach ulti-
mate human consumption; if not, that
they could be disposed of through other
channels.
RECESS

Mr. WHITE. I know of no Senator
who desires at this time to discuss either
the motion to postpone, offered by the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], or
the tax bill itself. I therefore move that
the Senate now stand in recess, in ac-
cordance with its previous order.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3
o'clock and 13 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess, the recess being, under the
order previously entered, until Monday,
May 26, 1947, at 12 o’clock meridian,

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 23 (legislative day of April
21), 1947:
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Emmet O'Neal, of Kentucky, to be Ambas-
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of
the United States of America to the Republic
of the Philippines.

IN THE ARMY

DEAN OF THE ACADEMIC EOARD, UNITED STATES
MILITARY ACADEMY

Prof. (Col.) Harris Jones, United States
Army, to be dean of the academic board of
the United States Military Academy with the
rank of brigadier general, Regular Army, un-
der the provisions of section 3 of an act of
Congress approved June 26, 1946 (Public Law
449, T9th Cong.), vice Brig. Gen. Roger Gordon
Alexander, United States Army, who retires
August 31, 1947,

APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES
To be major generals

Lt. Gen. Alvan Cullom Gillem, Jr. (briga-
dier general, U, 8. Army) Army of the United
States, vice Maj. Gen. Wilhelm Delp Styer,
United States Army, retired April 30, 1947.

Lt. Gen. Wade Hampton Halslip (brigadier
general, U. 8. Army), Army of the United
States, vice Maj. Gen. Clarence Self Ridley,
United States Army, who retired June 30, 1947,

Lt. Gen. Walton Harris Walker (brigadier
general, U. 8. Army), Army of the United
Btates, vice Maj. Gen. Ira Clarence Eaker,
United States Army, who retires July 31, 1947,

Lt. Gen. Hoyt Banford Vandenberg (briga-
dier general, U. 8. Army), Army of the United
States, vice Ma). Gen. James Eugene Chaney,
United States Army, who retires July 31, 1947.

Lt. Gen. George Edward Stratemeyer
(brigadier general, U. S. Army), Army of the
United States, vice Maj. Gen. Jonathan May-
hew Wainwright, who retires August 31, 1947,

To be brigadier generals

Maj. Gen. Joseph May Swing (colonel,
Field Artillery), Army of the United States,
vice Brig. Gen. Alvan Cullom Gillem, Jr,,
United States Army, nominated for appoint-
ment as major general.

Maj. Gen. Edward Hale Brooks (colonel,
Field Artillery), Army of the United States,
vice Brig. Gen. Wade Hampton Haislip,
United States Army, nominated for appoint-
ment as major general.
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Maj. Gen. Wilton Burton Persons (colonel,
Bignal Corps), Army of the United States,
vice Brig. Gen. Walton Harris Walker, United
States Army, nominated for appointment as
major general,

Maj. Gen. Clements McMullen (lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps). Army of the United
States, vice Brig. Gen. Hoyt Sanford Vanden-
berg, United States Army, nominated for
appointment as major general.

Maj. Gen. Howa'd Arnold Cralg (lieuten-
ant colonel, Air Corps), Army of the United
States, vice Brig. Gen. George Edward
Stratemeyer, United States Army, nominated
for appointment as major general.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE NATIONAL GUARD OF THE
UNITED STATES OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED
STATES

To be major generals of the line
Maj. Gen. John Charles McLaughlin, Mis-

souri National Guard, to date from April 3,

1947.

Maj. Gen. James Clyde Styron, Oklahoma

National Guard, to date from October 30,

1946.

To be brigadier generals of the line

Brig. Gen. Walter LeRoy Anderson, Iowa
Nat;;onal Guard, to date from January 3,
1947.

Brig. Gen., Waldemar Fritz Breidster, Wis-
consin National Guard, to date from March
11, 1947.

Brig. Gen. Wallace Anthony Choquette,
Massachusetts National Guard, to date from
January 8, 1947.

Brig. Gen. Albert Bartlett Crowther, Texas
%at':onal Guard, to date from February 20,

47,

Brig. Gen. Henry Cotheal Evans, Mary-
land National Guard. to date from January
14, 1947.

Brig. Gen. George Washington Fisher, Cal-
ifornia National Guard, to date from Feb-
ruary 24, 1947.

Brig. Gen. Ansel Blakely Godfrey, South
Carolina National Guard. to date from Feb-
ruary 3, 1947.

Brig. Gen. Paul Henry Jordan, Tennessee
National Guard, to date from November 14,
1946.

Brig. Gen. James Albert Lake, Mississippl
National '‘Guard, to date from December 2,
1046,

Brig. Gen. Harold Gould Maison, Oregon
National Guard, to date from February 26,
1047.

Brig. Gen. Wallace Huntoon Nickell, Cali-
fornia National Guard, to date from October
15. 1946.

Brig. Gen. Charles Gurdon Sage, New Mex-
ico National Guard, to date from March 19,
1947.

Brig. Gen. Brenton Greene Wallace, Penn-
sylvania National Guard, to date from Jan-
uary 27, 1947.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE OFFICERS' RESERVE CORPS
OF THE ARMY OF THE UNITED STATES
To be brigadier genérals

Brig. Gen. George Abbott Brownell, Army
of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Clarence Lemar Burpee, Army of
the United States.

Brig. Gen Een Reed Dyke, Army of the
United States.

Brig Gen. Robert Joshua Gill, Army of the
United States.

Brig. Gen. Maurice Hirsch, Army of the
United States.

Brig. Gen. Jullus Cecil Holmes (major, Mil-
itary Intelligence Reserve), Army of the
United States.

Brig. Gen Edwin Whiting Jones (colonel,
Corps of Engineers, National Guard of the
United States), Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Francis Rusher Kerr (colonel,
Infantry Reserve). Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. James Fenton McManmon,
Army of the United States.
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Brig. Gen. William Claire Menninger, Army
of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Hugh Meglone Milton II (lieu-
tenant colone., Chemical Corps Reserve),
Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. John Joseph O’'Brien, Army of
the United States.

Brig. Gen. Francis Willard Rollins (colonel,
Field Artillery, National Guard of the United
States), Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Conrad Edwin Snow (lieutenant
colonel, Signal Corps Reserve), Army of the
United States.

HONORARY RESERVE
To be brigadier generals

Brig. Gen. Thomas Donald Campbell,
Army of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Oscar Nathaniel Solbert, Army
of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Willlam James Williamson,
Army of the United States.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Fripay, May 23, 1947

The House met at 11 o‘clock a. m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D, offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, who art the hope of the
world and our Heavenly Father, have
mercy to forgive whatever is amiss in us,
that with pure hearts and willing minds
we may turn to Thee for guidance and
succor. We pray that the will may defy
all fear, and that the dignity and majesty
of life may sweep our souls onward to an
immortal destiny.

O may we learn from the book of
ancient faith the duty and joy of right-
ecus deeds:

“Blessed is the man that walketh not
in the counsel of the ungodly, nor
standeth in the way of sinners, nor
sitteth in the seat of the scornful. But
his delight is in the law of the Lord, and
in his law doth he meditate day and
night. And he shall be like a tree
planted by the rivers of water, that
bringeth forth his fruit in his season;
his leaf also shall not wither, and what-
soever he doeth shall prosper.”

Thus may we plant our souls, enriched
by the flowing tides of the river of life.

We pray in the Redeemer’s name.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.236. An act to amend the Nationality
Act of 1940 so as to permit naturalization
proceedings to be had at places other than
in the office of the clerk or in open court in
the case of sick or physically disabled in-
dividuals;

H.R.384, An act for the relief of W. H.
Baker and Walter Baker;
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H. R. 428, An act for the relief of Charles
N. Bemis;

H.R.444. An act for the relief of the estate
of Archie 8. Woods, deceased;

H.R.603. An act to amend an act of Sep-
tember 27, 1944, relating to credit for mili-
tary or naval service in connection with
certain homestead entries;

H.R.1494, An act for the relief of the
estate of Nellie P. Dunn, deceased;

H.R.1844, An act to authorize the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Aflairs to grant ease-
ments in lands belonging to the United
States under his supervision and control,
and for other purposes; and

H.R.2094. An act for the relief of Isaac B.
Jones.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and joint reso-
lutions of the following titles, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

B.50. An act for the relief of Joseph
Ochrimowski;

5.116. An act for the relief of Mrs, Mil-
dred Wells Martin;

8. 272. An act to provide for the utilization
of surplus War Department-owned military
real property as national cemeteries, when
feasible;

8.315. An act for the relief of Reginald
Mitchell;

8.317. A~ act for the relief of Robert B.
Jones;

8.470. An act for the relief of John H,
Cradwell;

8.512, An act to extend provisions of the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and the
Boil Conservation and Domestie Allotment
Act to the Virgin Islands;

8.514. An act for the relief of the legal
guardian of Sylvia De Cicco;

8.526. An act to promote the progress of
science; to advance the national health,
prosperity, and welfare; to secure the na-
tional defense; and for other purposes;

8.661. An act for the relief of Robert C.
Birkes;

8. 597. An act to provide for the protection
of forests against destructive insects and dis-
eases, and for other purposes;

5.806. An act authorizing an appropria-
tion for the construction, extension, and im-
provement of a high-school building near
Roosevelt, Utah, for the district embracing
the east portion of Duchesne County and the
west portion of Uintah County;

8.824. An act for the relief of Marion O.
Cassady;

5.882. An act for the relief of A. A. Pel-
letier and P. C. Bilk;

5.1020. An act to amend the Philippine
Rehabilitation Act of 1946, as amended;

8 1022, An act to authorize an adequate
White House Police force;

5.1073. An act to extend until June 30,
1949, the period of time during which per-
sons may serve In certaln executive depart-
ments and agencies without being prohibited
from acting as counsel, agent, or attorney
for prosecuting clalms against the United
States by reason of having so served;

8. 1135. An act to extend for 1 year certain
provisions of section 100 of the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act of 1044, as amended, re-
lating to the authority of the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs to enter into leases for
periods not exceeding 5 years;

5.1230. An act to amend sections 2 (a)
and 603 (a) of the National Housing Act, as
amended; 3

8.J.Res. 64. Joint resolution authorizing
the President of the United States of Amer-
ica to proclaim the 8th of October of each
year as Leif Erikson Day;

B.J. Res, T8. Joint resolution designating
g:ptember 17 of each year as Constitution
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B.J. Res. 92, Joint resolution designating
April 5 of each year as Booker T. Washington
Day; and

5. J. Res, 115. Joint resolution authorizing
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to
continue and establish offices in the terri-
tory of the Republic of the Philippines.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 1288, An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to grant a private right-
of-way to Roscoe L. Wood; and

H.R.3029. An act to provide for the acqui-
sition of a site and for preparation of plans
and specifications for a courthouse to ac-
commodate the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the: District of Columbia and the
District Court of the United States for the
District of Columbia,

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment -of the
House to a hill of the Senate of the fol-
lowing title:

S.854. An act to amend section 502 (a) of
the act entitled “An act to expedite the pro-
vision of housing in connection with na-
tional defense, and for other purposes,”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the hill (H. R.
3245) entitled “An act making appropri-
ations to supply deficiencies in certain
appropriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1947, and for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to the amendments of the Senate
Nos. 7 and 13 to the above-entitled bill

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the ReEcorp and include an edi-
torial.

Mr. COLE of Missouri asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include an ediforial
entitled “Timely Observations,” from the
St. Joseph News-Press of St. Joseph, Mo.,
written by Arthur V. Burrowes, editor of
the News-Press.

STOF WASTING POTATOES

Mr., GATHINGS. - Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

- There was no objection.

Mr. GATHINGS. Mr., Speaker, the
present policy of the Agriculture De-
partment in destroying potatoes on the
pretense of the market being glutted is
unjustified and unsound. My attention
has been called to pictures appearing in
the Arkansas Gazette and Memphis
Commercial Appeal depicting the de-
struction of 50 tons of Irish potatoes in
Baldwin County, Ala. Kerosene was
poured over these potatoes to assure that
they would not be edible. Not since the
killing of the pigs back in the Wallace
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era as head of the Department of Agri-
culture has so much protest and con-
demnation come from an aroused citi-
zenry. Their opposition to throwing
away this food is well founded and they
have a right to be concerned.

I do not believe that the officials of
the Production and Marketing Admin-
istration of the Department of Agricul-
ture have put forth sufficient effort to
find a solution to this problem. It is
unquestioned that food is badly needed
the world over. People are suffering in
many lands, including America, because
of insufficient and proper food for the
nourishment of their bodies. These po-
tatoes can very easily be dehydrated
and shipped to Europe where the starv-
ing peoples of many nations would make
good use of them. There are sufficient
plants to do this work.

There are many in our own land who
would enjoy the opportunity of eating
some of these surplus potatoes. I would
suggest to the officials of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture that they be made
available for use in the school-lunch
program. A hot lunch of potatoes for
our boys and girls of school age would be
most wholesome and energy building.
These potatoes are needed for American
children.

The wanton destruction of these fine
potatoes should not have occurred and
should not be tolerated again. I am
asking the gentleman from Minnesota,
Chairman ANDRESEN, of the Agriculture
Food Committee of the House, to go to
the bottom of this matter and put an
end to dumping potatoes in a field and
pouring kerosene over them. This
committee should also find out whether
the Department of Agriculture has plans
for the destruction of other commodi-
ties. Action is needed to stop this out-
landish waste.

TOWNSEND PLAN AND TAX REVISION

Mr. EELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Speaker, the time
is long overdue for a revison of our tax
structure. There has been much agita-
tion for this, particularly so at this time.
Our present tax structure is inequitable,
There is no reason why people in low-in-
come brackets should have to pay any
tax. The struggle for a livelihood in
these days of high living costs makes it
an injustice for the Government to take
one penny from this group.

I earnestly urge that the Ways and
Means Committee, in its study of revis-
ing the tax structure, give thorough con-
sideration to the features of the Town-
send plan, the move to increase pensions
for people who have reached the age of
retirement, whether voluntary or invol-
untary. Their income should be suffi-
cient to support them in dignity and com-
fort. There has been a crying need for
such legislation, and it looms larger each
day. The “ime has come when people are
being discharged from their employment
when they reach the age of 50 and 55,
and many industries will not hire men
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over 45. Are these people then to be
thrown on the charity of their friends?

To me this is one of our outstanding
national problems, because the life ex-
pectancy of the individual has been in-
creasing rapidly in the last years due to
scientific and medical advances. If our
older people were assured of security
after retirement, it would mean greater
opportunities for the younger group.

The question of raising funds for such
a program of security through taxation
is one which should be deliberated care-
fully. The plan offered by Dr. Townsend
is worthy of consideration, but whatever
plan is adopted, the paramount concern
of the Committee on Ways and Means
and the Congress should be the interest
and welfare of people who have reached
the age of 55 and who are now figurative-
ly consigned to the scrap heap. Nothing
could improve the social conditions of
this country so much as this approach.
I hope the Ways and Means Committee
will take cognizance of the need of this
group and of the resultant welfare of all
of our people.

Security, which is a strong weapon
against communism, is measured out in
the Townsend plan in that it prevents
apprehension at approaching 50 years of
age. There are millions in this country
who are alarmed and distressed as they
reach that age, because they know they
will be discarded by industry and will be
victims of charity if they have been un-

able to build up a reserve for their later -
years. We frequently overlook the value -

of providing security for our people,
though history will show that people

will sacrifice their liberty for security. .

That is the condition in Russia today—
there they talk about their security, not
their freedom.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. KELLEY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
RECORD.

Mr. PATMAN (at the request of Mr.
RAYBURN) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in the REcORD.

PLANS FOR COURTHOUSE FOR COURT OF
APPEALS, DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 3029) to
provide for the acquisition of a site and
for preparation of plans and specifica-
tions for a courthouse to accommodate
the United States Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia and the District
Court of the United States for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, and concur in the Sen-
ate amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

Page 3, line 9, strike out “title” and insert
“act."”

Page 3, line 18, strike out “is,” and insert
“18‘"-

Page 4, line 1, strike out “title” and insert
“act.”

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.
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The Senate amendments were con-
curred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ANSWERING HENRY WALLACE'S ATTACK

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, on last
night the California speech of Henry
Wallace attacking me, Martin Dies, Mr.
Thomas of New Jersey, President Tru-
man, and the Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities, was rebroadcast to the
American public.

As I said on yesterday, I agree with
the man who said he thought that what

‘Henry Wallace needs is a mental ex-

amination,

When he attacks President Truman,
assails the patriotism of Martin Dies,
and lines up with the Communist Party
to abuse the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. Tromas]—when he lines up
with the Communists who are trying to
undermine America and attacks me be-
cause of my work in creating the Com-
mittee on Un-American Activities and
keeping it alive—I say, when he lines up
with the un-American elements and
uses the radio to broadcast his un-Amer-
ican propaganda, it is time that the
American Congress did something about
the misuse of the radio throughout this
country for that purpose.

One of the greatest services I have
ever rendered my country was getting
through the amendment to create the
Committee on Un-American Activities,
which is doing more to protect the
American home, to protect American in-
stitutions, and to protect the Constitu-
tion of the United States and protect the
country as a whole from the Commu-
nists, their crooks, cranks, erackpots, and
fellow travelers than any other agency
in America. -

I am proud of the part 1 played in
thus helping to protect my country
against the enemies within our gates.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi has expired.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Recorp and include a radio ad-
dress.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES—EXTENSION OF SEC-
OND WAR POWERS ACT (H. DOC.
NO. 266)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States, which was read and,
together with the accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
In March of this year the Congress
passed and I approved a bill known as
the First Decontrol Act of 1947, extending
for 3 months a few of the powers orig-
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inally granted in the Second War Powers
Act. This extension was authorized to
enable the Congress to make a further
review of the specific controls needed
during the coming year.

Since the enactment of this law, the
interested departments have reexamined
the need for continuation of these pow-
ers. Their review shows that it is still
essential to maintain certain limited ma-
terials controls, in order to prevent harm
to our own economy and give concrete
support to our foreign policy.

Since VJ-day, American industry, agri-
culture, and labor have established nota-
ble production records. If production
abroad had reached similar heights, no
materials controls at all would be needed
today. But the progress of world recon-
struction has been necessarily difficult
and slow. In a few respects the United
States has been adversely affected by this
delay, and therefore, in a few instances,
controls over certain imported commodi-
ties are still needed. However, any ad-
verse effects suffered by us are slight in
comparison with the tragic conditions of
life faced by most countries of the world
today. It is primarily because of these
conditions, with their enormously im-
portant political and social repercus-
sions, that we must still retain a very
limited portion of our wartime powers
over materials.

The remaining powers which it is nee-
essary to refain fall into two groups:

First. Allocation and priority powers
to maintain the stability of our economy.

(a) While our economy is still ham-
pered by the lack of a number of im-
ported materials, there are only a few
in which the lack is so serious and the
importance so great that continued con-
trols are required. The need in these
cases is well known. Specifically, it is
necessary to continue the power to allo-
cate the following imported materials:
Tin and tin products, manila and agave
fibers and cordage, antimony, cinchona
bark, quinine, and quinidine. Except in
the case of tin products, where the allo-
cation of tin plate is also essential to
the solution of world food problems, the
continuation of these controls is solely
for the purpose of assisting our own in-
dustry and agriculture.

(b) As a corollary to the above, it is
also necessary to continue the power to
issue export priorities for materials
needed to increase the production
abroad of products that we urgently
need in this country. This is a matter
of direct and immediate self-interest.

Second. Allocation and priority pow-
ers needed to carry out our foreign pol-
icy and to assist in world reconstruction.

(a) Foods: Our own food production
has reached great heights, and our own
food supplies are excellent. In contrast
the food situation abroad continues to
be desperate. For that reason we are
actively participating in the Interna-
tional Emergency Food Council, which
is a noteworthy example of practical
international economic cooperation.
Our participation in this activity con-
forms with our national ideals and in-
terests. But participation is not merely
a matter of words. We must be able to
take the steps necessary to make certain
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that we do not add to the hunger of
other peoples by importing more than
our agreed share of scarce foods. I rec-
ommend, therefore, continued authority
to maintain import controls on fats and
oils and rice and rice products.

(b) Fertilizer: The world fertilizer
situation is similar to, and is directly
related to, the world food situation.
While our own fertilizer production and
consumption have risen spectacularly
since the prewar period, supplies avail-
able to foreign countries have fallen
sharply. This has resulted in retarded
agricultural recovery, loss of food pro-
duction, and consequent malnutrition
over widespread areas. The lack of fer-
tilizer is particularly acute in the case
of nitrates. It is, therefore, essential
that there be continued authority to re-
strict imports and to issue priorities
for export of nitrogenous fertilizer
materials.

(¢) Industrial materials: In general
our supply of industrial products and
materials has reached the point where
delays in production and delivery are no
longer crucial. The pipe lines are full, or
are filling up, and no general use of allo-
cation powers is needed. But economic
and political conditions in many other
countries are so critical that it is neces-
sary to continue the power to issue ex-
port priorities in special cases for key in-

 dustrial items that are vitally required

for reconstruction and rehabilitation.
In most countries, supplies of industrial
materials and products are still far short
of minimum essential levels. Entirely
apart from the use of priorities, the
United States is furnishing substantial
quantities of industrial equipment and
supplies so urgently needed to reactivate
the econon.ies of these countries. How-
ever, great damage can be done by inabil-
ity to obtain an oceasional machine, or
machine parts needed to complete a pro-
gram or project. It is in such cases that
priority assistance is needed. The Con-
gress has already recognized the impor-
tance of supporting our foreign policy
with financial assistance. Financial as-
sistance alone, without occasional prior-
ity backing, may be useless in instances
where speedy aid in concrete form is es-
sential. The use of the priority powers
that I am recommending would be lim-
ited to cases certified by the Secretary of
State to be of high public importance
and essential to the successful carrying
out of the foreign policy of the United
States.

In this message I have not considered
it necessary to discuss certain powers
originally derived from the Second War
Powers Act but now covered by separate
legislation; that is, the Sugar Act, the
Rubber Act, and the Patman Act. Ihave
also omittea reference to the great im-
portance of continued authority to allo-
cate the use of transportation equipment
and facilities by rail carriers. This mat-
ter is covered by separate bills, H. R. 3152
and S. 1297, now pending before the Con-
gress. Prompt action on these bills is
urgently needed. Similarly, the Con-
gress now has under consideration an
extension of the Export Control Act. It,
too, is essential in implementing our for-
eign policy. I also urge prompt action
on this bill.
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The further extension of the Second
War Powers Act in the limited form de-
seribed above is of direct interest to our
own economy and is indispensable in
supporting our international policy.
The powers that I have outlined are the
minimum needed fto accomplish these
ends. I therefore recommend that the
Congress enact legislation to extend
these powers for a period of 1 year.

HarrY S. TRUMAN.

THE WHITE HoUSE, May 22, 1947,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr_. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I make
a point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.
[After counting.] Evidently no quorum
is present.

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered,

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

|Roll No. 63]
Allen, 111, Hand Patman
Beall Hartley Pieifer
Bender Hendricks Philbin
Bennett, Mich. Hinshaw Phillips, Tenn.
Bland Hoeven Poage
Boykin Jenkins, Pa. Powell
Bradley, Mich. Johnson,Ind. Rabin
Brown, Ohlo Jones, Ohto Rayfiel
Buck Keefe Riley
Buckley Kefauver Rivers
Bulwinkle Keogh Rooney
Byrne, N. Y. Kersten, Wis. Ross
Carroll Kilburn 8t. George
Celler Kirwan Scott, Hardle
Clippinger Klein Scott,
Curtis EKnutson Hugh D., Jr.
_ Deane Larcade Seely-Brown
Delaney Lemke Sikes
D'Ewart Lesinski Simpson, I11,
Domengeaux  Lynch Smith, Ohio
Dorn McDowell Smith, Va.
Drewry McGarvey Snyder
Fallon Macy Thomas, N. J.
Fellows Mansfield, Tex. Vursell
Flannagan Meade, Md. West
Forand Merrow Wood
Fuller Mitchell Worley
Gifford Morrison Youngblood
Granger Norrell
Gwinn, N. Y. Norton

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and
forty-one Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

INVESTIGATION BY COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE

Mr. WADSWORTH, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
privileged resolution (H. Res. 166, Rept.
No. 444), which was referred to the
House calendar and ordered to be
printed:

Whereas there has been a surplus potato
crop each year for the past 5 years and this
surplus is increasing each year due to more
yield per acre because of new and improved
methods of agriculture; and

Whereas the 1946 crop-year potato surplus
was more than 100,000,000 bushels, which
cost the Government more than $80,000,000
in subsidies, and these subsidy payments
have become perennial and will increase year
by year if some solution to the yearly sur-
plus of potatoes is not found; and

Whereas the entire 1846 surplus potato
crop of 100,000,000 bushels could have been
consumed advantageously in baked goods
alone through the use of potato flour, or
culture, thereby resulting ‘n the saving of
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an $80,000,000 subsidy payment, a direct sav-
ing to every State in the Union; and

Whereas scientific tests and bakers’ ex-
periences show that potato flour, or culture,
made from commercial-grade potatoes, im-
proves the flavor and keeping qualities as
well as adds to the vitamin content of bread,
rolls, cakes, doughnuts, sweet food mixes
and filler for food products and family flour,
a factor that will tend to increase the con-
sumption of baked goods per capita In
America; and

Whereas the elimination of these com-
mercial grades, a figure estimated by the
United States Department of Agriculture at
10 percent or more, will provide the consum-
ing public with a finer grade of potatoes,
thereby increasing the potato consumption
per capita; and

Whereas potato flour can be ‘processed the
year around and can be stored for 3 years or
more without spoilage, which factor results
in a stabilization of yearly potato crops and
potato prices: and

Whereas potato flour, or culture, processed
from exceptionally large surplus potato erops,
can be use in mixed poultry and cattle feed
and for other purposes; and

Whereas there are at present only four
small potato-flour processing plants in the
United States, all working to capaclty, but
whose limited production cannot satisfy even
5 percent of the anticipated national require-
ments for potato flour; and 4

Whereas the United States Government
has a definite stake In Increasing the use of
potatoes through the processing and use of
potato flour, and whether the Government
would find it to be economical, feasible, and
advisable to own and operate such plants
ought to be determined to help formulate
public policy: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Agricul-
ture of the House of Representatives is au-
thorized and directed to institute studies and
hold hearings immediately to determine the
feasibility and advisability of carrying out a
program designed to do away with the an-
nual potato surplus and to report its findings
and recommendations to the United States
Department of Agrieulture.

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Speaker, I send
to the desk =z privileged resolution
(H. Res. 216) and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That GLENN R. Davis, of the
State of Wisconsin, be, and he is hereby
elected & member of the Standing Committee
of the House of Representatives on Veterans'
Affairs.

The resolution was agreed to.

" EXTENSION OF REMARKS
Mr. JUDD asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in two in-
stances and in each to include an article.

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-

pendix of the Recorp and include an ar-.

ticle.

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Ap-
pendix of the Recorp and include an
editorial from the Daily Metal Reporter.

Mr. POULSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the REcorp and include ex-
traneous matter,

Mr. SMATHERS asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the ReEcorp and include an
address.
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SHORT SALES OF SECURITIES BETWEEN
APRIL 15 AND MAY 15 AGGREGATED
1,314,000 SHARES, PLUS MORE THAN
60,000 SHARES IN ODD LOTS

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, not being
able to address the House at this time, I
ask unanimous consent to insert my re-
marks in the REcorp, and include there-
in certain figures and certain articles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr, SABATH. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 4, 1946, I urged the New York
Stock Exchange to prohibit short selling,
and I again requested the Securities and
Exchange Commission to strengthen and
enforce strictly the regulations govern-
ing short sales. I particularly urged
that short sales on margin or on stock
borrowed from brokers be prohibited.
At that time the securities of sound well-
managed industrial companies were be-
ing hammered down in a manner which
convinced me it was being done by short
selling and by manipulation of odd lots.
Since election day the market price of
many leading stocks has fallen off 50
percent and even 75 percent.

On May 16 of this year by telephone,
and on May 19 by letter, I again called
the attention of the SEC and the New
York Stock Exchange to what I consider
an approaching danger to our economy
and prosperity. On May 21 the Wall
Street Journal carried an article show-
ing the heavy increase of short sales from
April 15 to May 15; giving a total short
interest of 1,314,000 shares, which does
not include odd-lot short sales aggre-
gating over 60,000 shares in that period.

DEMANDS PROHIBITION OF DETRIMENTAL
MANIPULATIONS

Consequently, I took the floor yester-
day to criticize this growing volume of
short sales, and also the lending of cus-
tomers' stocks by brokers for the pur-
pose of market speculations. Again I
demanded that all such manipulations
detrimental to the national welfare be
prohibited. Last Monday I wired to
Emil Schram, the former chairman of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation,
now the president of the New York Stock
Exchange, as follows:

May 19, 1947,
Mr. EMIL SCHRAM,
President, New York Stock Exchange,
New York City:

Nearly all corporations show increase in
their business and profits above the banner
years of 1945 and 1946 and country’s income
last year was one hundred and sixty-five bil-
lion and estimated one hundred and seventy-
five billion for 1947 which will be four and
one-half times greater than in 1932. Coun-
try is generally prosperous and production,
employment, crops, and profits are at highest
peak and, notwithstanding publicity given
out by professional and short-selling groups
and a few publicists that business is slough-
ing off, the record shows that retail sales
for the first quarter of 1947 have increased
from 5 percent to 14 percent throughout the
country. Consequently, in view of all these
favorable indications, the public cannot un-
derstand why the prices of many stocks have
been hammered down almost one-half since
Novemher while nearly all companies are

May 23

showing greater profits and. paying higher
dividends than ever before, I feel that the
Board should immediately stop all wash
transactions, broker stock loans, and short
selling and if that cannot be done then the
immediate raising of margins to 100 percent
should be effectuated.
A, J. SaeaTH,
Member of Congress.

REPLY FROM SCHRAM

Last night I heard over my radio that
Mr. Schram had answered me in a
strongly worded telegram, and this
morning I received the following message
from him in which he tries to unload
some of the blame for the slump in the
market on the Federal Reserve System,
which has restricted speculative loans on
securities to help restrain the infla-
tionary trends, and only with the great-
est reluctance, just a short time ago, re-
scinded the no-margin rule and now per-
mits operations on a 75-percent margin.

NEw Yorg, N. Y.
Hon. A, J. SaBaTH,
Member of Congress,
House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

I have your telegram. You have made a
seripus allegation as to manipulative activi-
ties on this exchange. I deny them and I
invite you to present any factual proof that
you have to us or to the Securities and Ex-
change Commission which is the Government
agency that regulates this market. If you
do not have any factual information, I think
that you should, in all decency, withdraw
what you have said. Reckless statements of
the character you have just put out are
damaging to our public institutions. Prices
on this exchange are established through
open transactions which t the com-
posite judgment of the public. Short selling
is rigidly regulated under our rules and those
of the Securities and Exchange Commission.
Copies of these regulations are available to
you. Credit regulations are In the hands of
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System. You can, of course, address
your complaints on that score to that agency.
We feel here that one of the causes of recent
weakness in our market ig the discriminatory
restraint upon loans to millions of people
who own securities listed on the national
registered exchanges.

) EMI1L BcHRAM,
President, New York Stock Ezchange.

To that message I have made the fol-

lowing reply:
May 23, 1947.
Mr. EMIL SCHRAM,
President, New York Stock Ezchange,
New York, N. ¥.
DeAr MR. SCHRAM: On May 18 I wired you
as follows:
“Mr. EMIL BCHRAM,
“President, New York Stock Exchange,
“New York City:

“Nearly all corporations show increase in
their business and profits above the banner
years of 19456 and 1946, and country’s income
last year was 1656 billion and estimated 175
billion for 1947, which will be four and one-
half times greater than in 1932. Country is
generally prosperous, and production, em-
ployment, crops, and profite are at highest
peak, and, notwithstarnding publicity given
out by professional and short-selling groups
and a few publicists that business is slough-
ing off, the record shows that retall sales for
the first quarter of 1947 have increased from
b percent to 14 percent throughout the coun-
try. Consequently, in view of all these 1a-
vorable indications, the public cannot un-
derstand why the prices of many stocks have
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peen hammered down almost one-half since
November, while nearly all companies are
showing greater profits and paying higher
dividends than ever before. I feel that the
Board should immediately stop all wash
transactions, broker stock loans, and short
selling, and if that cannot be done, then the
immediate raising of margins to 100 percent
should be effectuated.
“A. J, BABATH,
“Member of Congress.”

Not receiving a reply to my telegram of
May 19, I requested information on short
selling from the Security and Exchange Com-
mission. On May 21 I received partial in-
formation from the Commission and on the
same day observed a report in the press
that short interests from April 15 to May 15
increased 295,000 shares, exclusive of odd lot
dealers sales and public small lot Interest
sales which confirms my fears that the
shorts are again hammering the market with
still greater force. Consequently, not hear-
ing from you, 1 took the flocr on May 22 and
called attention to the fact that the same
manipulations which were responsible for the
crash In 1929 are now being reenacted. You
resent the allegations in my telegram and
ask that I withdraw them. My reply is that
I have nothing to withdraw and will ela-
borate more fully on the situation in the
near future. May I ask to what part of
my telegram you object or do you have refer-
ence to the remarks which I made on the
floor?

1 am, 1 assure you, more or less familiar
with many of the regulations of the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission and of the
New York Stock Exchange. Inote your state-
ment that short selling is rigidly regulated,
and that the regulations of SBEC are avail-
able to me. I have those regulations, and
also the rules of the stock exchange I urged
the Commission last September to tighten
the regulations so as to.make it impossible
for a few professional traders to hammer
down the prices of the shares of some of the
most outstanding corporations of America
through shrewd manipulation in spite of the
rules. Last fall, and now in the first quarter
of 1947, all financial reports show unparal-
leled industrial and business earnings, high
employment levels and consequently high
purchasing power, the payment of regular
dividends, and that American business is in
better position than ever before. There is
nothing to justify the deep decline in market
values,

You state that I should address my com-
plaints to the Federal Reserve System which
you claim, is responsible because of restric-
tions of loans on securities. I shall, of
course, as rapidly as time permits, obtain
all the information I can from every agency
which has any jurisdiction, including the
New York Stock Exchange, the Securities and
Exchange Commission, and the Federal Re-
serve System Pending advices from the
Pederal Reserve System, I can only con-
jecture that the restriction on loans is
being taken advantage of by the professional
sellers.

I feel satisfied that my charge that short
selling is detrimental to the best interest of
the country and does depress the price of
securities is correct and is proven by what
has transpired during the past few months,
I am not in the habit of damaging public
institutions. I merely maintain what all
economists are agreed on—that the stock
exchange is the most conspicuous barometer
of business conditions, and any artificial
fluctuations strongly affect the public in-
terest.

In this connection, I call upon the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission and the
New York Stock Exchange for the names of
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all short sellers who have traded 100 or more
shares since I first raised the issue last Sep-
tember 4, together with their short com-
mitments.
Bincerely yours,
A. J. BABATH,
Member of Congress.

I do not know whether or not Mr.
Schram is correct in his criticism of the
Federal Reserve System, or whether the
Federal Reserve is justified in restricting
speculative loans. I can see how limit-
ing such loans might aid short sellers.

BILLS INTRODUCED

I have today introduced two bills in-
tended to discourage short selling. The
first would produce revenue by placing
a 5 percent transaction tax on each short
sale. The second would prohibit the
transmission of false information about
securities which would, I hope, stop all
the war scares aimed at changing the
market. The text of the bills follows:

A bill to provide revenue from the short sales
of shares of stock, grains, cotton, or other
allied agricultural commodities
Be it enacted, etc., (a) That for the pur-

poses of this act the term “short sale” shall

mean sales at, or under the rules and usages
of, any stock exchange, board of trade, or
similar places, of shares of stock of any cor-
poration, joint-stock company, assoclation,
or of grains, cotton, or other allied agricul-
tural commodities of which the seller shall
not have ownership or possession, actuai or
constructive, at the time of such sale.

(b) For the purposes of this act the term

“seller” shall mean any individual, associa-

tion, partnership, or corporation amnd/or
any agent, factor, or broker thereof who sells
shares of stock of any corporation, joint-stock
company, association, or grains, cotton. or
other allied agricultural commodities.

SEc. 2. There shall be levied, assessed, col-
lected, and pald by the seller on each short
sale a tax equal fo 5 percent of the amount
of said sale, which tax shall, without assess-
ment and without notice, be due and pay-
able to the collector of internal revenue
within 10 days after the consummation of
such sale.

Sec. 3. Any seller hereunder failing to pay
such tax on any such short sale shall
be guilty of a felony and upon conviction
thereof shall, if a corporation, be punished
by a fine of not more than $10,000 for each
offense, and all other persons convicted shall
be punished by a fine of not more than $5,000
or by imprisonment of not more than 2
years, or both.

SEc, 4. The Commissioner of Internal Reve-
nue, with the approval of the Secretary of
the Treasury, shall make all needful rules
and regulations for carrying the provisions
of this act into effect.

Sec. 6. This act shall take effect on the
30th day after the date of its approval.

A bill to prohibit communlcatlo'n of false
information with respect to securities In
certain cases
Be it enacted, ete., That no person shall

transmit through the mails or shall commu-

nicate in interstate commerce any false in-
formation affecting or tending to affect the
price of any security listed on any stock ex-
change if such person knows such informa-
tion to be false and transmits or communi-
cates it for the purpose of affecting the price
of such security.

Sec. 2. Any person violating section 1 of
this act shall, on conviction thereof, be fined
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not more than 85,000 or imprisoned not more
than 3 years, or both.

SEC. 3. For the purposes of this act—

(a) “Person"” includes a partnership, asso-
clation, or corporation, as well as an
individual.

(b) “Communicate in interstate com-
merce’’ means to transmit by any means of
communication (other than through the
mails) information from one State or the
District of Columbia to another State or
the District of Columbia.

{c) “Stock exchange” means a regularly
established place under the rules of which
securities are bought and sold.

{d) “Security listed on the stock ex-
change"” means the stock, debentures, evi-
dences of indebtedness, interest, or owner-
ship of or in any corporation, association, or
partnership authorized, under the rules of a
stock exchange, to be sold there.

ASKS NAMES OF SHORTS

I have demanded the names and com-
mitments of all short sellers whether
they are professional traders or insiders
who might be aiding or cooperating with
the shorts, or others; and unless I receive
the names and can make them public in
a reasonable time I shall introduce next
week a resolution directing the SEC and
the stock exchange to produce the infor-
mation so that the public may know the
names of these manipulators. It is gen-
erally recognized that at least 90 per-
cent of such sales are made by profes-
sional traders. Many are wash sales.

The fact remains, however, that the
stock market is regarded by the people
of the country, and especially by busi-
ness and industry and all financial and
commercial interests, as the principal
barometer of our economic well-being
and when market fluctuations are caused
artificially by gamblers it is bound to
have a bad effect on our prosperity.

I have started this crusade because of
my thorough knowledge of the reasons
for the 1929 crash and my bitter memory
of what followed—the terrible destrue-
tion wrought upon the country in the
wake of stock-market gambling and the
slow recovery from those depths. I
carried on the same crusade in 1929
and in the years following and my efforts
were rewarded by the passage of the
Securities and Exchange Act.

As I said yesterday on the floor, had
President Hoover and those in power in
1929 heeded my urgent appeals the crash
and the panic which followed would have
been minimized. Not only did my efforts
help bring about the SEC, but I also
introduced in 1930 the first bill to estab-
lish the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration, in the hope not only of saving
banks, insurance companies, and rail-
roads but to aid and assist all legitimate
companies of the country and to help
refinance the victims of the havoc
brought about by the crash. Unfortu-
nately, its passage was delayed until 1932,

.a Presidential campaign year.

I am now compiling my correspond-
ence with President Hoover and his Sec-
retary of the Treasury, his Attorney
General, the then Governor of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, and the then presi-
dent, vice president, and governors of
the New York Stock Exchange, together
with their replies. A reading of even
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the abstract of that correspondence
should persuade all that my position then
was justified and that I am equally jus-
tified at this time to continue my effort
to put an end to a situation in which a
few professionals can every 12 or 15 years
destroy the Nation’s prosperity and bring
on recession and panic. Moreover, that
large exchange of correspondence should
be of great interest to every American
who has the interest of our country at
heart, and who resist the efforts of a
small coterie to destroy our prosperity
for their own selfish profits.

At the same time, T am consulting the
Federal Reserve Board to ascertain their
position and their reaction, and I am
naturally urging the recent amendment
changing the so-called 100 percent mar-
gin rule to a 75 percent margin rule be
rescinded and stock trading again be
placed on a cash basis. Brokers have
been trying for a long time to persuade
the Federal Reserve Board of Governors
to reduce the margin requirements to 50
percent, and I, for one, am sorry they
came even halfway.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 30 minutes today following the other
special orders heretofore entered.

The Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. HOLIFIELD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include a
radio address.

Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances and in each to include edi-
torials.

Mr. REED of Illinois asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
in the Appendix of the REecorp and in-
clude a resolution adopted by the House
of Representatives of the State of Illi-
nois.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to extend her
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD
and include certain newspaper items re-
garding Lieutenant Colonel Halloren of
the WACS.

Mr. KEEATING asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp and include an
editorial from the Rochester Times-
Union.

PROVIDING SUPPORT FOR WOOL

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the further considera-
tion of the bill (S. 814) to provide sup-
port for wool, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (S. 814) to pro-
vide support for wool, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. Harness of Indiana in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose yesterday the first section of the
bill had been read. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) The Commodity Credit Cor-
poration is directed, through loans, pur-
chases, or other operations to support a price
to producers of wool produced (shorn or
pulled) in the calendar years 1947 and 1948
in the United States and its Territories at
the price not less than that which the Com-
modity Credit Corporation has undertaken to
support wool in 1946,

(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions
hereof, the Commodity Credit Corporation
may adjust support prices for individual
grades and qualities of wool for the purpose
of bringing about a fair and equitable rela-
tionship in the support prices for the vari-
ous grades and qualities of wool; and may
make discounts from support prices for off-
quaility. inferior-grade, or poorly prepared
wool.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1, strike out lines 4 to 10, inclusive,
and insert the following:

“8ec. 2. (a) The Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall continue, until December 31,
1948, to support a price to producers of wool
in the continental United States and Ter-
ritories at the price it supported wool in
1946."

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HErTER to the
committee amendment: Page 2, line 3, after
the word “at”, insert “90 percent of the par-
ity price as determined by the Bureau of Ag-
ricultural Economics.”

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, I agree
fully with the words spoken yesterday by
the distinguished gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. Pacel, that what we do here
today with respect to wool is going to set
the pattern for our future actions in re-
gard to agricultural products in the first
initéance and perhaps many other prod-
uc

The amendment I have offered is of-
fered in the hope that the pattern we
set will be a pattern that this country
can sustain. The bill as now drafted
provides for wool a support price which
is a fixed price, a price determined by
the Congress at 42.3 cents. It Is a price
which will not alter regardless of any
changes in our economic picture. That
price is approximately 100 percent of
parity—a small fraction over—but, as I
say, it is a fixed price. In the Steagall
amendment, commodities— we have
throughout determined that a variable
price atmot less than 90 percent of par-
ity should be the basis on which those
commodities which for war purposes
were increased in production in large
measure—should be given support. Wool
was never a Steagall commodity, desig-
nated by the Secretary of Agriculture,
but the support price it received during
the war period was a price set by the
OPA on a fixed level and the present bill
would carry the price at that level.

What is the practical effect of the
amendment I am offering? We dis-
cussed at great length the tremendous
cost of subsidies, the great burden on
our Treasury and the difficulties that
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arise with respect to tariff protection
which is given to these commodities.
The amendment that I offer would put
the support price at roughly 2 cents un-
der the world market price as of the
present time, It would mean that wool,
as a commodity, would go jnto the free
channels of trade; it would not become a
burden on the Treasury; there would be
no requirement on the part of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to apply the
support unless there should be a very
substantial drop in world prices.

The price that :s fixed in this bill is a
price roughly 2 cents over the world
market price which means that the
Commodity Credit Corporation must
buy the entire clip and must then sell
the entire clip at whatever price it can
get for it as provided for in another sec-
tion of the bill

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that we
have got to defermine today whether or
not we are going to begin to set fixed
prices on commodities here in the Con-
gress and give them support. I think,
as I said yesterday when this matter was
being debated under the rule, that the
producer of wool in this country is en-
titled to support. I am strongly for
that. On the other hand, I feel that the
price that is asked for is an excessive
price and would irevitably mean a con-
siderable burden to the Treasury unless,
under the amendment that is going fo
be offered by the Committee on Agricul-
ture, the tariff on wool should be in-
creased by the President of the United
States.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. PACE, For the sake of the Rec-
orD, I wonder if the gentleman concurs
in my figures, that the support price as
given by the gentleman is 42.3.

Mr. HERTER. Correct.

Mr. PACE. Parity being 42.1.

Mr. HERTER. Correct.

371\:1-. PACE. Ninety percent would be

Mr. HERTER. Correct.

Mr. PACE. The effect of the gentle~
man’s amendment will be to reduce the
support price 4% cents,

Mr. HERTER. Correct; roushly 10
percent.

Mr. PACE. Four and one-half cents
per pound.

Mr. HERTER. The
quite correct.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chiairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. That would be
under the present tariff, but if the cir-
cumstances change and the parity
changes, why the price would be more
or less than that amount.

Mr. HERTER. That would be quite
true. It is quite possible if we get a
slump in price in commodities during
the coming year, that this fixed price
might well be 130 percent of parity
rather than 90.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

gentleman is
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man be permitted to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? .

Mr. HERTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. Under the gentleman’s
amendment the wool support price would
be tied to our whole economy as are other
commodities rather than fixed by statute
of the Congress for a year and a half; is
that right?

Mr. HERTER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. JUDD. Does not the gentleman
feel that those of us who have opposed
trying to fix or freeze our economy and
price levels by Government order ought
to support this amendment so that we
give equity to the wool growers, but at
the same time do not throw their prod-
uct out of balance with the rest of the
economy, knowing it will probably
change either up or down, during the
next year and a half? i

Mr. HERTER. Iagree with the gentle-
man.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. Isthere any other
basic commodity that there is a fixed
support price on at the present time?

Mr. HERTER. There are a number of
prices that are fixed, but they are fixed
by the Secretary of Agriculture and not
by the Congress.

Mr. McCORMACK.
Caongress.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr.Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma,

Mr., MONRONEY. Is it a fact that
most of these prices on commodities un-
der the Steagall amendment and other
Acts range around 90 percent of parity?

Mr. HERTER. That is true of a num-
ber of them. There are some where they
go considerably above, where they were
set by the Secretary of Agriculture, in
order to stimulate production, where
there was a shortage.

Mr. MONRONEY. For instance, flax-
seed and other things that we had to
have for world consumption.

Mr. HERTER. Yes.

Mr. MONRONEY. Is is not true that
if we support wool, which is a large crop,
at 100 percent of parity, as this original
bill proposes to do, then we will be called
upon to support every other agricultural
commodity and give them the same kind
of treatment?

Mr. HERTER. The gentleman is giv-
ing emphasis to the very thing I am
trying to point out, that here we are set-
ting a pattern that every other agricul-
tural producer would have a right to in-
sist on for his own commodity.

Mr. OWENS. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Chairman,

I meant by the
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Mr. OWENS. When the gentleman
says, “Every other agricultural commod-
ity"” does he include truck farming also?

Mr. HERTER. It depends on which
particular element of truck farming the
gentleman is talking about.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. RANKIN. That parity is based on
the prices from 1909 to 1914, is it not?

Mr, HERTER. That is correct.

Mr. RANKIN. That was during the
Taft administration, when the tariff was
such a burden upon the American farm-
ers that they revolted in every State of
the Union except Vermont and Utah.

Mr. HERTER. Mr. Chairman, another
phase of the economics in this picture
was not brought out in the general de-
bate at all. The income of the grower of
wool, the sheep raiser, runs from 60 to
65 percent—I think I am correct in these
figures—from the meat that he sells, and
35 to 40 percent from the wool that he
sells. He is attempting in this bill to get
his full protection on the wool, but no
mention whatever has been made of get-
ting protection en the meat prices. The
studies that were brought out yesterday
with respect to the economics of the wool
group showed that the wool grower was
losing money on each sheep that he pro-
duced. Those figures were arrived at at
a time wl en there was a ceiling price on
meat. At the present time the wool
grower is getting a very much larger price
for the carcass of his animal than he did
at the time those figures were prepared.
Further, the fisures stated by the Tariff
Gommission were figures taken entirely
from questionnaires which were sent to
governmental banking and lending insti-
tutions to which the grower at the time
was in hock, and did not represent a cross
sample of the entire industry. I say this
not in derogation of the industry itself.
The industry certainly during the war
period had a very difficult time with the
ceiling prices on both the meat and the
wool, but now the ceiling price has been
lifted off the meat. The price which the
wool grower is getting for his meat is an
extremely good price at the present time,
It seems to me that this small variation
I have suggested in the support price on
wool is not going to be a major factor in
the economy of the wool grower.

Mr. RICH. Mf. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. Is it not a fact that the

price of wool today is 140 percent of what .

the wool grower was receiving previous to
1941, while the price on the lambs is
about 250 percent?

Mr. HERTER. That is correct, 250
percent for the fattened lamb. The wool
grower, the ranchman, however, is not
getting as good a price as that.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HERTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Does the
gentleman feel that the sheep farmer is
entitled to support for the meat, for the
mutton and lamb that he produces?
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Mr. HERTER. I see no reason why,
if he should get support on one part, and
the minority part of his product, he
should not get support on the other.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. The fact
that a subsidy was paid on certain classes
of lamb during the war is an indication
that it is entitled to support after the
war.

Mr. HERTER. I am not quarreling
with support for the wool grcwer, I am
quarreling with the price at which we
are setting that support.

Mr. Chairman, I hope very much my
amendment will be adopted. .

Mr, HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment and ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to proceed for five additional
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts says he is
not opposed to protection for the wool
grower, but the amendment he offers, if
adopted, would deny the wool grower
any protection under this legislation.
The figures were put in the RECORD yes-
terday covering the cost of producing
wool in this country. These figures
were compiled by the Tariff Commission
over a period of years from 1940 to 1946.
They are carefully worked out, authentic
figures. They show that for the year
1946 the wool producers of this country
lost 9% cents a pound on an average en
every pound of wool they sold.

They show that in 1945 they lost 12
cents a pound on every pound of wool
that they sold.

Reference has been made to the fact
that under the Steagall amendment the
rate of support is 90 percent of parity.
Of course, that is not correct. Under the
Steagall amendment the rate of support
is not less than 90 percent of parity.
At the present time thLcre are a number
of commodities upon which the support
price is not only in excess of 90 percent
of parity, but far in excess of 90 percent
of parity.

Some of the figures I am going to give
are for 1946 and some are for 1947. In
the cases where I use the 1946 figures
the programs for 1947 have not yet been
announced.

In the case of dry edible beans the
support price equals 95 percent of parity.

Dry edible peas had a support price of
94 percent of parity in 1946.

Flaxseed for 1947, 154 percent of
parity.

On hogs the support price for last
September 15 was 94 percent of parity.
On October 15, it was 91 percent of
parity. The figures for this year have
not yet been announced.

On soybeans the 1946 figures were 107
percent of parity.

On alfalfa seed for 1946 it is 228 per-
cent of parity for uncertified seed and
276 for certified seed.

On Alsike clover for 1946 it was 148
percent and on red clover 163 percent
for certified seed and 135 percent for
uncertified seed in 1946. Other types of
clover were alsa supported far above
parity.
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On sugar beets in 1946 the growers re-
ceived 125.1 percent of parity. In 1947,
assuming the same parity as in 1946, the
growers would receive 135.9 percent of
parity, and based on the present parity
caleulations it will be 115 percent of par-
ity. In 1946 Louisiana sugarcane re-
ceived 105.4 percent of parity and Puerto
Rican sugarcane 119.5 percent of parity.

So that there is plenty of precedent, I
may say, for a support price higher than
90 percent of parity.

I also want to call attention to the fact
that the support price for wool under this
legislation is not necessarily 42.3 cents.
That was the figure for 1946, but the
figures for April 1947 were 40.2, and the
figures for the various years from 1943
down to date have varied by the year
due to the quality and condition of the
wool and the amount of shrink. So that
while the support price for 1946 was 42.3,
up to date this year it is only a little over
40 cents, which at the present time is 95
percent of parity.

Mr, Chairman, the wool dealers in Bos-
ton and the wool manufacturers in this
counfry are perfectly willing for the
wool producers of the country to produce
wool at a loss of 9'2 cents per pound
while they themselves are making the
greatest profit in their history.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. Not right at this point. I
will yield to the gentleman g little later,

Mr. Chairman, let me cite some actual
figures from Moody’s Manual for Indus-
trials. The American Woolen Mills net
profit for 1940 was $3,153,500. For 1941,
which was a good wool year, it was
$6,944,000; and for 1946 it was $20,098,-
000. Pacific Mills had a deficit of
$348,310 in 1940. In 1946 they had a
profit of $9,502,000.

Botany Mills had a profit in 1940 of
$527481. In 1946 they had a profit of
$3,802,545, at a time when the wool pro-
ducers of this country were producing
wool at a loss of 9'% cents per pound.

I also have some figures indicating the
earnings of workers in the woolen and
worsted goods industry for the period
1941 to 1947. They show that from De-
cember 1941 until February 1947 the per-
centage increase of average hourly earn-
ings was 66.1 percent. The average
weekly earnings showed an increase of
70 percent. The workers in the woolen
industry had that increase during the
time when the wool producers of this
country had their prices frozen at De-
cember 1941 levels were producing wool
at a loss of 9% cents or more a pound.

I have already mentioned the great in- .

crease in profits of the specific woolen
manufacturers.

Let me also call attention to a state-
ment from the National City Bank of
New York City, Study of Economic Con-
ditions, which shows the increase in cor-
poration profits of woolen-goods manu-
facturers generally. I am giving you this
in terms of percentages.

In 1941, which was a good year for
profits, the percent return on the net
worth was 11.8 percent. Not bad. But
in 1946 the percentage return on the net
worth was 25.2, at a time when the wool
producers were suffering a loss of 9'z
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cents a pound upon their wool a..d when
they were selling at prices frozen in De-
cember 1941,

I have not been able to get any detailed
figures as to the profits of the woolen
merchants in Boston who are opposing
this legislation, but in the Senate hear-
ings there was placed in the record, pro-
ceeding from the Tax Court of the United
States in the case of Draper & Co., one
of the big wool firms in Boston, where
the Government was trying to collect
back taxes, which showed that for the
year 1941—I am sorry I do not have later
figures, because I am sure that for 1946,
judged by the general trend of profits
they would have been much larger—but
Paul A. Draper, president and treasurer,
received a basic salary of $30,000 and a
bonus of $102,000 and premiums paid on
annuity contracts of $29,350—a total of
$161,350.

Robert W. Dana, vice president, re-
ceived $18,000 basic salary, a bonus of
$72,000, and $17,000 premiums paid on
annuity contracts, or a total of $107,000.

Malcolm Green, vice president, who is
an official in the Association of Boston
Wool Merchants, which sent every Mem-
ber of the House a letter saying that the
wool producers should still produce wool
at 95-cents-a-pound loss—Mr. Green
had a basic salary of $18,000, a bonus
of $72.,000, and premiums on annuity
contracts of $17,579, or a total of $107,-
579 compensation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for one
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. George W. Brown, as-
sistant treasurer, received total compen-
sation of $50,000. For those four offi-
cers there was paid out total compen-
sation of $427,268.41.

That is one company in Boston dealing
in farmers' wool and vigorously opposing
this bill. I have reason to believe that
this statement represents no more profit-
able operation than those generally of
lihe wool dealers in the Boston wool mar-

et.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. The gentleman has been
speaking of the income of these manu-
facturers during the last year. Wool was
like any other commodity, the demand
was so great that those who produced
any kind of product could sell it; and
those. who wanted to take advantage of
the people the way some of these com-
panies did certainly made money. I do
not believe it was wise or good business
to do it. Today, however, conditions are
such that about one-third of the woolen
mills of the country are not in operation.
Today there is a buyers’ market where
the people manufacturing woolen goods
must go out and find a place to dispose
of their products.

Mr. HOPE. As I understand, the mills

are in full operation at this time.
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Mr. RICH, No; they are not. The
worsted mills are in full operation, but
that does not apply generally through-
out the woolen industry.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has again ex-
pired. J

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I suppose I have not a
flock of sheep over a hundred in number
in my whole district; nevertheless, I have
listened to a lot of testimony on this bill
and am convinced it has merit.

I think it is time the sheep growers, or
shepherds, or whatever you want to call
them, had a chance to be heard. They
ought to receive consideration. Never-
theless, since I have served on it, this
committee has voted to help everybody,
all the groups and sections of agriculture
in the entire country excepf to the best
of my recollection the dairymen of the
Northeast; and I think Congress ought
to get busy to try to help them in the
dilemma they now find themselves.

I received a letter the other day from
a group of representative dairymen from
home who told me that 35 percent of the
income of the Northeast milk producers
100,000 of whom are in the New York
milkshed and supply the metropolitan
districts of New York, Philadelphia,
Pittsburgh, Rochester, Albany and as far
east as Boston has been cut and all the
other cities up-State. Yes; 35 percent of
their income has been taken away from
them.

More power to the wool growers. They
are getting consideration here today.
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCorMack] mentioned some of the
other groups yesterday which were being
favored. Since I have been here this
committee has voted to help the tobacco
tycoons, the cotton kings, the big butter-
and-ege men from the West, and a lot of
others. I cannot for the life of me see
why we should not be assisting farmers
up there in the Northeast. Why does
the Department of Agriculture keep cut-
ting to the bone what the milk producer
is receiving for his products up-State.
This includes not only New York but all
the other States that are connected with
the New York milkshed, and they are
Pennsylvania, New Jersey and some of
New England. Speaking as a consumer
I want to go on record as saying that the
Department of Agriculture, under the
leadership of the present Secretary, must
do something about the spiraling prices
the farmers are having to pay for their
dairy feed in the New York milkshed.
The millions of consumers, who live in
the Northeast, compose more than one
third of the population of the United
States and they are served by this milk
shed. Those millions of consumers are
going to have great difficulty in meeting
the prices which must be asked for milk
and other dairy products as the result of
present production costs.

I think it ic only fair that we look into
the forgotten section of the land, the
Northeast, where all those millions of
men and women need dairy products as
part of the necessities of life—they
should have consideration.
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A friend of mine came to me the other
day. He asked me how I stood on this
wool bill. I replied that I am for it. He
parried a little and said: “I do not know
why you should be for it because it is
log-rolling legislation.” And he said, “A
lot of these other sections will come in
for their share of the grab bag if you
pass this.” My answer was that think-
ing is not applicable to the point at all.
The point is that we want to help all
sections of agriculture so that the great
majority of the American people can
enjoy a higher standard of living. By
the same token as the Representative of
one of the greatest dairy districts of up-
_ State New York, I expect consideration

to be given by the Department of Agri-
culture, not to cutting producer prices
for fluid milk any further than they have
been cut so far. The prices of feed are
going way beyond any conception, way
beyond the ability of the producers to
pay. The Department ought to promise
that cuts will be made in relative
amounts in dairy-feed prices so that the
production of dairy products, which
reached an all-time peak at the time of
World War II will continue on in order
to feed the increased city populations.
I speak as a consumer, not as a farmer;
I speak as one who is interested in the
price of milk to the consumer and in
prices that the producers receive, be-
cause unless one is taken care of cer-
tainly the other cannot be.

If the Secretary of Agriculture has the
power to lower the prices dairy producers
receive for fluid milk, I say he has au-
thority to control the costs of dairy feed
so the dairyman of our section can stay
in business.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr, GRANGER. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pending amend-
ment. 1

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, as I
said yesterday, we are talking now about
the very heart and substance of this bill.
If the pending amendment is adopted—
and I speak with some knowledge of it
because I have worked on the matter for
2 years—we might just as well strike the
enacting clause of this measure because
it certainly will not bring any relief to
the wool growers. As a matter of fact,
it would turn loose tomorrow all the wool
the Government has on the market, and
certainly it would break every wool
grower in the country. It simply
means—this is not a guess, it is a fact—
that the adoption of this amendment
would immediately drop the price of
wool tomorrow by anywhere from 415
to 6 cents a pound. I do not think the
Congress of the United States wants to
treat any agricultural commodity in that

. fashion. I hope therefore that the mem-
bership of this committee will vote
against the pending amendment because
it will destroy everything we are trying
to do.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GRANGER.
man from Alabama.

Mr. HOBBS. There is one important
point, it seems to me, T would like to get
clearly in the REcorp one way or the

I yield to the gentle-
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other. Is it or not a fact that the base
period for the calculation of the so-
called parity price was exceptionally low
as regards wool?

Mr. GRANGER. I thank the gentle-
man from Alabama for raising that
question. He has stated what is the
fact. Ever since the parity formula was
adopted, in the years designated as a
basic period for wool, a part of the pe-
riod at least, it was free trade. That was
in 1914, when wool was on the free list.
That was part of the time when the
years for the parity formula were used.

It has always been the contention of
wool growers, and cattlemen for that
matter, that they had a parity period
that was absolutely disadvantageous to
them. We have been trying to get it
changed. I think the Committee on
Agriculture realizes that, too. If it were
not for that fact, if it had a comparable
period with other prices, the parity price
would be much higher.

Mr. HOBBS. So that when the gen-
tleman speaks of the percentage of par-
ity that is now being fixed it is of a very
low parity, and, therefore, apparently
increases the percentage, although, in
fact, it really does not on a fair price
basis?

Mr. GRANGER. That is exactly
right. It would be the same thing as
having foreign commodities away down
in price and then putting a percentage
on them, and when they are away up,
there is a big percentage increase.

I trust that the committee will vote
against this amendment, because it cer-
tainly would be disastrous. As I said
before, and I say it honestly, that if you
vote for this amendment you might just
as well strike the enacting clause of this
bill and not waste any more time on it.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRANGER. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. Did I understand
the gentleman to say that in his opinion
if this amendment is adopted it would
forthwith reduce the price of wool to
the producer 4 or 5 cents a pound?

Mr. GRANGER. Yes; that is ex-
actly right. As a matter of fact, one of
our distinguished colleagues in this
House, who has a few sheep, told me
only this morning that he had sold his
wool at 39 cents, because of the situa-
tion we are in now. As a matter of fact,
under the support program wool did sell
at 45 cents, and yet he lost 6 cents a
pound.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. GRANGER. Yes,

Mr. MICHENER. In my State we do
not have a great many sheep, for we
have family-sized farms. Many of those
farmers have small flocks. We feed
many lambs from the range and pro-
duce some sheep, but we sell much wool.
Our flocks are clipped in the spring, as
is usual. The spring clip of wool is in
the farmer’'s barns, or in the storehouses.
The local wool buyer who sells to, or buys
for Boston, refuses to give a bid on the
wool to the farmer who needs the money
now, until something is done down here

5741
about the present uncertain wool
market.

Mr. GRANGER. That is exactly
right. Le, me say this: This is not a

western bill entirely. Every State in
this Union has a considerable number
of sheep. Take Ohio and Indiana.
They have hundreds of farms with small
flocks of sheep, and they are mighty
good sheep, too.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Utah has expired.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last two words.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, there is
just an idea or two that I would like to
give to the House this afternoon in op-
position to this amendment that has been
proposed by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts. First of all, I think regardless
of whether we live in the West, South,
North, or East of this great Nation of
ours. We all agree wool is undoubtedly
a war casualty. I did not say “wool
producers,” I said, “wool” and I say that
because—and I wish you would listen
carefully—on December 9, 1941, 2 days
after Pearl Harbor, the price of domestic
wool in these United States was frozen
by the administration, and it has re-
mained under that program ever since.
If you adopt this amendment that has
been proposed to this House, you might
just as well wipe out the whole program
that we have been trying to carry on for
the wool producers in this country, and
in my opinion it might even go further
than drop the price 4 cents per pound,
because on my desk this morning is a
wire from one of our—Ilet us not call them
wool producers, because they are not, they
are men who buy lambs in the fall and
fatten those lambs out for the market
in the spring—which says that the drop
in the price of wool, according to his
wire, is now 16 cents per pound.

If you want to create chaos in the wool
industry, pass this amendment—and that
goes for the gentlemen’s territory in the
East as well as the West—that chaotic
condition in any market, whether it is
East or West or whether it is wool or
whether it is wheat, absolutely affects
every part, every segment of our econ-
omy, whether it is the producer, whether
it is the middleman, whether it is the
commission merchant, or whether it is
the manufacturer. Long, long ago we
passed from that position where you
think you can affect one segment of our
industrial machine and not affect every
other interrelated segment.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan. :

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman
make clear to the House this 16.5-cent
drop? Is that on wool or the meat?

Mr. HILL. That is on wool and has
no relation to the lamb whatsoever. I
wish we could distinguish here this after-
noon so everyone would understand.
There is no particular relation between
the lamb chops and the wool when they
go on the market, because the lamb is
sold as a fat lamb, and this wool is a
different thing altogether. We must keep
those two things in mind. Of course,
there has been no price ceiling on the
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lamb, but there has been and is a ceiling
on the wool, and every one of us should
understand that. Now, let us go a step
further and say this: I think behind this
whole plan to wreck this bill is this: We
must recognize the fact, and I wish we
could keep this in mind, that for 40 years
we have been importing wool. We have
not produced enough wool for domestic
consumption. And in my personal opin-
jon there is no possibility that we will
for many years to come, In the 40 years
we have been shipping woel into this
country, 24 times in that 40 years we
have failed to import over 100,000,000
pounds of wool. The wool producers are
in a chaotic condition, and they will be
much worse if you adopt this amend-
ment. Listen to these figures: In 1946
over 819,000,000 pounds of wool were im-
ported; in 1945 over 704,000,000 pounds;
and in 1944, 582,000,000 pounds. I will
not bother you with more figures, but in
1938 only 18.442,000 pounds of wool were
imported. How in the world can any-
‘body reconcile those figures and stand
in the well of this House this morning
and say to me that I should support a
bill that would entirely wipe off the map
of this country all the great wool-pro-
ducing sections of the United States, and
that is exactly what you will do if you
adopt the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts,

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I
am opposed to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts.
This is the situation in a nutshell. The
wool growers of this country and all dur-
ing the war have lost from 9 to 12 cents
a pound on every pound of wool that
they produced. The effect of the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Massachusetts will be to increase that
loss from 915 cents per pound to 14 cents
a pound. We have liquidated over one-
third of the sheep industry during the
past 4 years. If the gentleman wishes
to put the wool growers of this country
out of business, his amendment will ac-
complish that purpose.

We ought to be fair about this matter,
As the gentleman from Colorado [Mr.
Hmrl has stated, the price the wool
grower received for his wool all during
the war and the price that he will receive
if this bill is enacted is the ceiling price
established by the OPA on December 9,
1941. I call your attention to the fact
that while there has been no increase
whatsoever in the price of wool from the
day after Pearl Harbor until the present
time, on the other hand, most every
other farm commodity increased in price.
Let me quote some increases: Rye, 233
percent; corn, 144 percent; cotton, 101
percent; and peanuts 100 percent. Wool
increased 13'% from September 15, 1941,
to December 9, 1941, but none since.
The commodity that received the nexf
lowest increase to wool all during the war
is veal, 37'% percent.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.
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Mr, BONNER. Ishould like to get this
clear in my mind. Which is the by-
product, the wool or the lamb?

Mr. BARRETT. I am glad the gen-
tleman asked that question. The infor-
mation the gentleman from Massachu-
setts gave the House on that point is just
as wrong as it can be.

For many years our growers have
found that the income from wool repre-
sented about 438 percent of the wool
grower’s income and the income from
lamb about 52 percent. The Tariff Com-
mission has studied that question for 40
years,

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. 1 yield.

Mr. BONNER. If the gentleman will
permit me to interrupt him, I began to
ask a question but did not finish it. You
are here dicussing the wool grower’s
plight. I would like you to discuss what
the income of the wool grower, that is,
the sheep farmer is, taking into consid-
eration his wool and mutton jointly and
not separating them. You are discussing
what he makes on wool or what he loses
on wool, but the picture I have in mind is
that the two things go hand in hand.
Then, I am told that much of our im-
ported wool comes from an area where
ther do not pay any attention to the car-
cass of the animal and the sheep are
merely raised for the high quality of wool.
So, in answering this question, put both
of them together—the meat and the
wool—and let us see how the wool farm-
ers stand as compared to the peanut, the
sugar, and tobacco farmers, and other
farmers. Put the income from both
sourlces together and do not separate the
wool.

Mr. BARRETT. I will be glad to an-
swer the gentleman’s question. The fact
of the matter is that the United States

Tariff Commission after a long and ex-.

tensive study has reported that the wool
growers of this country last year lost
$1.18 per head of sheep. They lost more
than that in 1945 and more in 1944. The
effect of the gentleman’s question is very
important. We cannot possibly com-
pete with the wool growers of Australia.
They run many thousands of head of
sheep in a band. They pay very little in
taxes and have very little other expenses,

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming has expired.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wyoming?

There was no objection.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BARRETT, I yield.

Mr. HILL. I would like to ask the
gentleman from Wyoming a gquestion
which would answer the guestion of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Bonner]. Some few years ago I heard
a gentleman on the right-hand side of
this aisle make this statement. I do not
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know whether he remembers it as I will
quite it, but he said:

You could shear & sheep several times, but
you could skin a lamb only once.

What I want to say is this. We forget
here that these lambs you are talking
about that go to market are only sheared
once, and most of the wool is pulled
while these mother—shall I call them—
ewes back home that produce these
lambs are sheared year in and year, and
that is where the income on wool comes
from. -

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the gentle-
man.

I want to call the attention of the
Committee to the report made by the
Tariff Commission a month ago. They
report that for the year 1940, 48 per-
cent of the income of the wool grower is
from wool, and 52 percent is from lambs.
In 1941, it was 45 percent from wool.
In 1942, it was 44 percent. In 1943, it
was 49.8 percent, which is nearly 50 per-
cent. In 1944, it was 48.7 percent. In
1945, it was 49.3 percent.

Now, what is the situation with refer-
ence to the income from lambs? We
grow feeder lambs in the West. The
people who produce wool do not fatten
the lJambs. We sell our lambs as feeders
and ship them to Nebraska, Iowa, Illi-
nois, Ohio, and Indiana, and other States
for fattening purposes. The fact of the
matter is that during the war the Tariff
Commission states that lamb increased
60 percent during the entire war period.
That is the fat lamb. That is not the
feeder lamb. The fact of the matter is
the feeders did fairly well, but the pro-
ducer or grower did not do so well. The
gentleman from Massachusetts said
there was a 250-percent increase in lamb,
but that is sheer nonsense. The fact
of the matter is that last year and all
during the war we sold our lambs in the
West around 15 cents a pound. That is
about 30 percent over the price that we
received before the war.

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. 1 yield.

Mr. BONNER. We have had all types
of statistics here with respect to various
farmers. What do the statistics show as
to the income of the sheep raiser as com-
pared with some other farmer, for a
period of years?

Mr. BARRETT. The records show
this, that if you take 24 different other
commodities——

Mr. BONNER. No. I want to keep it
all together. I want to keep his entire
income together, the income from his
sheep and his wool and everything else,
and all the byproducts from raising
sheep. How does that compare in in-
come with the other farmers?

Mr, BARRETT. Well, the grower’s
income from wool and lambs has been
low, in fact he has received the smallest
increase since September 15, 1941, of
any other farm commodity produced in
America. I think that ought to answer
the gentleman’s guestion.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? :

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

will
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Mr. CRAWFORD. Does not the report
show, taking both those into considera-
tion, that he lost $1.26 per head of
sheep?

Mr. BARRETT. That is right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. You are raising an
accounting question. When the Tariff
Commission goes out it has to take into
consideration the wool and the sheep.
They came to the conclusion that $1.26
per head was lost for sheep running on
the range.

Mr. BARRETT. That is precisely
what the Tariff Commission has re-
ported.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. If the wool grower
is not allowed to keep his ewe sheep and
shear them, then the feeder will have
no lambs, and both will be out of busi-
ness?

Mr. BARRETT. That is right.

Now, the question is simply this: Do
we want to protect the sheep industry of
this country? Do you think it is im-
portant to have a sheep industry in this
country? We have 800,000,000 acres of
land in the West. The only use we can
make of that land is to take the grass off
of it, and if you destroy the sheep indus-
try you will destroy the usefulness of
that great area. There is no other use
for it except to run livestock. We simply
cannot increase our cattle population in
this country because we have 10,000,000
excess cattle at the present time.

Now, the records show that we have
liguidated the sheep industry in this
country 35 percent in the last 4 years.
The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. HErTER] says he wants to help the
wool growers, but the effect of his
amendment will be to liquidate the en-
tire sheep industry in double time.
That is the effect of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming has again ex-
pired.

Mr. BARRETT. Iaskunanimous con-
sent, Mr. Chairman, to proceed for one
additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wyoming?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. I yield.

Mr. GOFF. Is it not true that as a
result of the loss of income for the wool
growers, we actually have in this coun-
try now less sheep than we have had
since 18677

Mr. BARRETT. That is precisely cor-
rect.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT. 1 yield.

Mr. HILL, For how long a time does
this 1946 price in this bill prevail?

Mr. BARRETT. It will run until De-
cember 31, 1948, When the Government
instituted this support program in 1941,
they promised the wool growers of this
country that the program would be con-
tinued during the war and for 2 years
thereafter. Now then the price was

Chairman,
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frozen and remained frozen on Decem-
ber 9, 1941, We did not get any increase
of any kind on our wool all during the
war. I think it is manifestly unfair to
say to the wool men of this country,
“You did not get any increase during
the war while the price of other com-
modities were increased up to 200 per-
cent, Notwithstanding all that we are
going to knock your price down at this
time."”

It is manifestly unfair. I trust the
Herter amendment is defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wyoming has again ex-
pired.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
maove to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I think we all agree
that there is no industry over which the
Government had sueh full and absolute
control during the war as the wool in-
dustry. -Even under rent control, which
is considered as the most rigid, the land-
lord was not so completely under con-
trol as the wool grower. In one way or
another rent adjustments were brought
about in individual cases as well as in
certain classes to permit some increase.
Not so with wool. As has been stated
here, the price of wool was frozen at the
beginning of the war and kept that way
through the purchase by the Govern-
ment at the peg price throughout the
war. We do not complain of this but on
the contrary the wool industry with
every other item of expense going up,
nev.r complained. They felt that our
armed forces came first.

In view of those eircumstances, the
least that the Government can do now is
to provide a cushion for the wool men to
soften the fall during the reconversion
period from war to peace economy. This
is all that this bill is designed to do. It
is not intended as a permanent policy.
It is an emergency measure.

What I have said is borne out by sta-
tistics which speak louder than words.
Whereas cotton increased 101.4 percent
from 1841 to 1846, wool only increased
13.2 percent. In the list of 24 basic com-
modities, wool increased the least by a
large margin. The next lowest increase
was that with respect to calves, which
increased 37.7 percent.

In the course of the debate it has been
pointed out that the support price pro-
gram covered by section 22 of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act deals with and
is designed to support the price of com-
modities with respect to which there is a
surplus because of overproduction,
whereas it is stated that production of
wool has fallen so low that there is no
surplus. This argument overlooks the
fact that although there is no surplus
of domestic wool, nevertheless there is a
tremendous potential surplus through
the flood of foreign wool which will com-
pletely destroy the wool market.

The bill before us is not altogether to
my liking. It seems to me that a proper
quota on imports would have been more
effective. But the fact remains that we
are faced with an emergency and that
we must act and act promptly. I sin-
cerely hope that this House will rise to
the occasion, and that the bill will be
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passed with or without the House
amendment, so that the conference com-
mittee of the House and Senate may pre-
sent to us a composite bill acceptable to
both the House and Senate at the earliest
possible date.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FERNANDEZ., I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I as-
sume that the gentleman favors the
amendment the committee will offer.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. No; I do not be-
lieve I will favor it. I have been trying
to make up my mind, but I do not think
I can favor that amendment. I followed
the arguments presented by the commit-
tee on the matter of import fees and I
appreciate their force. I am not an ex-
pert on that nor am I a member of the
Committee on Agriculture which has
been studying this problem, but I will
say that the Senate did not seem to
think that provision was absolutely nec-

essary, and I value the judgment of that

body particularly when a matter of for-
eign policy enters into the question.

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Does
the gentleman favor the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. The gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. HERTER]?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, Yes.

Mr. FERNANDEZ, I do not favor
that amendment for the reasons stated
here a while ago to the effect that the
parity price of wool is not a true parity
price but is below comparable parity
prices for other commodities. Other-
wise I would.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I yield.

Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman has
made a very splendid statement. He
has expressed my thought exactly. In
our southwestern country there is a vast
area fit only for livestock production. If
we kill the sheep industry much of that
area will be virtually barren.

Mr. FERNANDEZ. 1thank the gentle-
man; and may I say in reply to a state-
ment made awhile ago that to the wool
grower, lamb is a byproduct and wholly
a byproduct. If is wool that he produces
and wool that keeps him in business. If
he has to look to the sale of lambs to keep
him going instead of keeping them to
build up his wool flock, then he will have
to go out of business; and, as a matter
of fact, that is exactly what is happening
today.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. I yield gladly.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. This
program goes through 1947 and 1948.
What will the gentleman do in 1949 un-
less there is tariff protection to keep his
wool growers busy?

Mr. FERNANDEZ. By 1949 I believe
we shall be in a period more normal than
we are in now. We will face that when
we come to it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New Mexico has expired.
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Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the Herter amendment close in 35
minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from New York
[Mr. REED].

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I have been very inuch interested
in this debate. It is a very splendid de-
bate on a very important subject. There
are a few realistic things I want to men-
tion without going into technical
details.

We all know that the sheep industry
throughout these United States, espe-
cially the northern part of the country,
is a very important industry to the
farmers. All through my district there
are farms with small flocks which mean
a great deal to the farmer. He needs
that income. This land is only adapt-
able to the raising of sheep; it is hardly
usable for anything else.

Let us take a little look at the char-
acter of the competition that we have.
Australia is ideal for sheep raising.
They have made it a scientific industry.
They have developed the industry purely
for export purposes. They have estab-
lished a system of taxation in Australia
which makes it possible for the sheep
raisers in the most remote part of Aus-
tralia to move their product to the ports
for export at just as low a railroad rate
as those who live close in to the city or
to the ports. That is a great advantage.
Not only have they a climate that is ideal
for sheep, but the sheep over there can
run out-of-doors the year around.
Their sheep do not have to be sheltered
from the snow or cold.

They have also developed the raising
of turnips in Australia. They sowed
thousands and thousands of acres of
turnips, which grow quickly, and they
are luscious. They turn the sheep into
these fields of turnips. The sheep will
eat the tops, then they will eat the part
of the turnip that protrudes above the
ground, then later on the sheep will dig
them out of the ground until they have
eaten the last part of the turnip, root
and all.

This turnip feed produces the very
finest kind of mutton and also produces
a very superior quality of wool. They
have their export factories for the mut-
ton, which goes all over the world. As
the distinguished gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. BarrerT] said a few minutes
ago, they can move their products into
this country cheaper than he can move
his mutton and wool from Wyoming to
New York. That also applies on the
movement of mutton products from
western New York to New York City.
They can move their products over 9,000
miles into the Liverpool and London
markets cheaper than we can move our
products from the West to the markets
of the East.

Mr. Chairman, I mention those things
because there is a great deal of foreign
competition, and. as has been pointed
out, which if unrestrained can wipe out
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a great big industry of this counfry, one
that we cannot afford to sacrifice.

Now, we know from experience that if
any country gets control of the produc-
tion of a crop, why they can immediately
raise the price, a monopolistic price, and
the American people have to pay that
price, because the product is essential to
the welfare of the people of this country.

I wanted to bring out these few facts
here because I want the people of the
country to know that we cannot go into
this great program, this international
program of being a good neighbor, and
letting these countries, where they can
produce more cheaply than we can, take
over our production here. It means cre-
ating a monopoly abroad. It means in-
jury to a great segment of our economy,
and we just cannot afford to do it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Pacel.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, I hope I
may be helpful in some measure in the

consideration of this amendment, which*

I am not able to support. Of course, the
committee gave consideration at what
level wool should be supported. I pre-
sume you all understand that wool has
been supported for the last 5 years, and
the present proposal is merely to continue
that program at the same level for this
year and next year.

I hope that you also understand—and
I think this should be very clear to
everyone—that the support price for wool
in the past and the support price pro-
posed in the pending bill is the OPA ceil-
ing for wool as established in 1941. T be-
lieve Mr. Henderson was the head of
OPA at that time. This is the ceiling
price OPA fixed on wool-basic-Boston,
and that is all that is requested now.
That is what the support has been in the
past and that is what the committee is
asking the House to continue. That is
one of the things the committee consid-
ered in passing on this question.

Secondly, the proposal made by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [(Mr.
HerTER] was considered, to reduce the
support to 90 percent of parity. The
committee thinks that would be unfair,
because every Steagall commodity—and
there are about 25 or 26 agricultural com-
modities under that act—is supported at
not less than 90 percent. Not a one of
them is restricted to flat 90 percent as
proposed by this amendment. Certainly
the least the gentleman from Massachu-
setts could do would be to treat wool as
the other 25 or 26 Steagall commodities
and support wool at not less than 20 per-
cent of paiity.

The committee further considered, in
trying to arrive at what the support
level should be, the report of the Tariff
Commission that has been read to you,
that last year the average wool producer
in this country was losing money. The
figures have been given you.

The committee further considered the
fact that in 1943 there were approxi-
mately 49,000,000 head of sheep in this
country and that on January 1 of this
year there were only 32,500,000. Does
that mean anytiiing to you, that this in-
dustry is rapidly going down and down?
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The committee further considered the
fact—and here are the official figures—
that in the period 1935-39 85 percent
of the wool used in this country was do-
mestic wool, and that in the good year,
1946, only 22 percent of the wool used in
this country was American wool.

I am not directly interested in the
wool producers but I do regard the pro-
duction of wool in this country as an
essenfial industry. We may have an-
other war when the wool of foreign
countries will not be available, and we
should maintain and encourage our wool
production.

I hope the amendment will be re-
jected.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has expired.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FISHER].

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Pacel has
clarified this issue very well. I wish
more Members could have been present
to hear that and have a full understand-
ing of it, because I am convinced that if
the Members have a full understanding
of the implications that would be in-
volved in the adoption of the pending
amendment it would be overwhelmingly
defeated. If the Herter amendment is
adopted, as the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Hope]l very well said, it means that
this Congress does not favor a support
program for the wool industry. That is
exactly what it means. The Herter
amendment, which has the support of the
Boston wool trade, would reduce the sup-
port price of wool to a level that would
be below the world price, and therefore
would not be any support at all.

Let us see whether the wool price in
this bill is too much. That is the issue.
The amount proposed in this bill is the
1946 price, which is the same price that
was fixed by OPA on the 9th day of De-
cember 1941, and it is the same price that
was paid during the war. Is that too
much? Do you want to lower the level
that has been paid during the past 4
years or do you want to keep it that way
during the next 18 months, during the
liquidation process that will be carried
on in connection with this great stock
pile?

Let us see if that is too much. It has
been pointed out here that from the
standpoint of parity, if you are going to
put it on a parity basis, wool is at a rela-
tive disadvantage compared with other
agricultural commodities. That is a
historical fact, and it is a fact. It has
been recognized universally. I heard O.
V. Wells, with whom most of you are
acquainted, down in the Bureau of Agri-
cultural Economics, make that statement
publicly in a hearing, that wool is at a
relative disadvantage with other agricul-
tural commodities covered in the base
period of 1909 to 1914. That fact is fur-
ther evidenced by a communication from
President Truman himself to the chair-
man of the Senate committee investi-
gating wool last year. Let us see what
he said, and I hope all of you who are
interested in this subject will listen to me.
It shows the position of the administra-
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tion on the issue involved in the Herter
amendment. The President said:

Specifically, in view of the large-scale de-
cline of sheep numbers in the United States
during recent years, the large wool surpluses
now hanging over foreign and domestic mar-
kets, and the present and prospective mar-
keting problems confronting wool growers,
it would seem desirable for Congress to enact
special wool legislation. Such legislation
should provide that—

1. The parity price of wool be revised or es-
tablished at the so-called comparable level—

Why?—
s0 that wool parity prices will be on a level

equivalent to parity prices for other farm
products.

The President recognizes and every-
body who is familiar with this subject
from the historical standpoint recognizes
that the parity price of wool is entirely
out of line with the parity price of most
other produects. There is no question
about that.

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly hope that
the amendment will be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
MURRAY].

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I should like to direct an in-
quiry to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas who just spoke. The gentle-
man referred to this in his remarks,
which is what prompted the question.
I presume from the studies of Dr. Wells,
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics,
that 42 cents a pound for wool would
mean between 40 and 50 cents per hour
for the labor that went into producing
that wool, May I ask the gentleman if
he thinks that is a fair statement, based
on his experience, and since Texas has
about one-fifth of the sheep in the
United States?

Mr. FISHER. I regret to say, in an-
swer to the gentleman, that I am not
familiar with the basis of the investi-
gation which resulted in that conclu-
sion. But the study of the comparable
prices as compared with other farm
products show that wool is at a relative
disadvantage, to use his own words.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin, In those
studies I know they did not select wool
farmers in particular. The study that
they made of wool and these other
studies that'have been made would show
that labor engaged in producing sheep
and wool get somewhere between 40 and
50 cents an hour,

Mr. FISHER. I think the gentleman
is exactly correct. Will the gentleman
yield for an observation?

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I yield.

Mr. FISHER. If the comparable prices
which can be justified and which the
President of the United States says are
proper in lieu of parity prices were in
effect, the prices would be about 3 cents
above the 1946 prices even though only
90 percent of comparable prices were
paid.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I thank
the gentleman.

The point I wish to make is that any-
one who wishes to vote for the so-called
Herter amendment, and I might say that
I am sorry the gentleman offered it, is
saying in fact that he does not believe
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in the wages-and-hours law so far as
the labor on the farms is concerned. In
other words, Massachusetts is one of the
leading States so far as supporting
wages-and-hours legislation and the
Walsh-Healey Act. It is a rather pro-
gressive State, but, of course, it is a little
behind Wisconsin as a rule. But now it
comes here and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts says, “We believe in the
Walsh-Healey Act. We believe in a
minimum wage. We do not want 40
cents minimum wage. We are going to
raise it to 65 cents or 75 cents, but we
would like to put the farmers who are
producing wool in this country in a dif-
ferent group. We will give your boys
and girls banquets when they come down
here, and we will contribute some money
to your boys’ and girls’ clubs, but we
cannot pay more than 36 cents an hour
for the labor that goes into this product
known as wool.” It does not make any
difference if the fellow who makes the
cloth gets $1.20 an hour, but the fellow
who put the labor into producing the
wool gets only 36 cents an hour.

I yield to my friend the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. RoBsIioN].

Mr. ROBSION. I do not blame the
gentleman from Boston offering and urg-
ing the adoption of his amendment. As
I understand it, they do not raise many
sheep in Boston unless they have a few
black sheep there just as we have in
other parts of the country. But if I un-
derstand this _aatter, and I listened to
the debate with a great deal of care,
under the present prices the American
wool growers in 1946 lost on an average
915 cents a pound, according to the find-
ings of the United States Tariff Commis-
sion, recently. Is that correct?

Mr. MURRAY of Wiscoisin. The
Tariff Commission has already followed
that up. They will lose 3 or 4 cents more
per pound.

Mr. ROBSION. Mr. Chairman, I am
in favor of the bill as it was reported by
the Committee on Agriculture and I am
opposed to the amendment of our dis-
tinguished colleague and friend [Mr.
HerTER], of Massachusetts. I have read
the bill, the report, and have heard quite
a lot of discussion of this bill and have
also listened with inferest to the debate
on yesterday and today. I think the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. RIzLEY],
as well as others, have stated the question
fairly.

We must pay to the wool producers of
this country a substantial subsidy out of
the Treasury of the United States, or
place a tariff or fee on imported wool suf-
ficient to make up the difference between
the cost of producing wool in this coun-
try and the cost of the wool being im-
ported into this country from Australia
and various other countries of the world,
or, sit idly by and see the American wool
industry destroyed, and.taxpayers suf-
fer millions of loss on 450,000,000 pounds
of surplus wool held by the Government,

These observations are based on facts.
When World War II came on, our Gov-
ernment froze the price of wool and took
over the wool market here and that con-
trol has continued until very recently.
In buying up all the wool of the Ameri-
can farmers over a period of several
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years, our Government accumulated
a surplus of wool. Today, the Govern-
ment owns about 450,000,000 pounds of
wool. It cannot sell a pound of this wool
to the American manufacturers or any-
body else because, under the law, it can-
not be sold for less than the support price
paid for it by our Government.

Great Britain and her dominions pro-
duce the greater part of the world’s sup-
ply of wool. When the war ended, Brit-
ain and her dominions had a great
stock-pile of wool. Britain and others
formed an organization to take care of
about 2,000,000,000 pounds. This organ-
ization controls 80 percent or more of the
world’s supply of wool. They can lower
or raise the price of wool while the Amer-
ican Government cannot lower the price
on the 450,000,000 pounds of surplus wool
it has in stock. This association of Great
Britain, her dominions and others has
fixed the price on their wool below the
price fixed by the American Government
with the result that great quantities of
this foreign wool are being dumped on
the Americai: market to American buy-
ers. They are disposing of their surplus
stock pile of wool and new wool. We
have been increasing our surplus. There
has been and now is very little demand
from any source for American wool. The
American Government and the American
farmers must charge more for their wool
than the world price. We will soon be
confronted with a new wool clip in this
country. This will add to our surplus by
reason of the lower-priced foreign woo].

Let us bear in mind that our Govern-
ment has already paid for this 450,000,000
pounds of wool and we have paid aboui
10 cents more than the price of foreign
wool and we stand to lose more than
$50,000,000 at this time. Some plan must
be worked out whereby the Government
can dispose of its 450,000,000 pounds of
surplus wool and the American farmers
must dispose of their wool produced this
year. That the American wool growers
are in bad shape is clearly shown by the
facts. The United States Tariff Commis-
sion, after a thorough investigation,
found that in 1946 the American farmers
lost 915 cents a pound on their wool.
They will still lose that much or more
this year under the heavy pressure of
foreign competition and they lost even a
greater sum than that in 1944 and in
1945. This country must find some way
to dispose of our Government's surplus
wool and protect the American wool
grower this year and next year. If we
permit the heavy importation of foreign
wool at present prices, or even lower,
the Government will lose tens of millions
of dollars on this surplus wool and the
American wool growers and sheep pro-
ducers will be driven out of business.

Some have suggested that we dump
this 450,000,000 pounds of wool on the
market and some have suggested that
we, by appropriate legislation, authorize
the Commodity Corporation to dispose of
this surplus wool and the Government
take the loss. I prefer the legislation
proposed in the bill before us and that
is for the Government to continue its
price-support program until December
31, 1948, and fix such a fee or tariff on
foreign wools as will prevent the flooding
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of our country with foreign wools, and
this will mean, of course, that this Amer-
ican wool will be sold to American proc-
essors, perhaps at the price the Govern-
ment paid for the wool and, of course, it
will save the taxpayers of our country
these millions of dollars.

This tariff or fee being fixed at a sum
making up the difference of cost of pro-
duction of wool in this country and in
foreign countries will take care of the
sheep and wool growers in our own coun-
try. If this action is not taken, nothing
short of ruin faces our own American
farmers producing wool. This fee or
tariff wil! be paid by the foreign pro-
ducers of wool and this money will go
into the Treasury to help take care of any
loss on the 450,000,000 pounds of wool
that we now have and also to pay the
cost and expense of the price support
program for American wool producers

- until December 31, 1948.
SHEEP AND WOOL DECLINE

The records of the Department of
Agriculture show that the stock sheep
population of this country has dropped
from 49,807,000 in 1942 to 32,542,000 as
of recent date and this is the lowest
sheep population in the United States
since 1897. Our wool production has
dropped from approximately 460,000,000
pounds in 1942 to approximately 300,-
000,000 pounds now. There has been a
tremendous increase in the population
of this country and its meat requirements
since 1897 but here we find one of our
fine meat and wool industries the lowest
it has been in 50 years. To me, this sit-
uation is alarming. It is high time that
the Congress take action to preserve this
industry. The sheep and wool industry
are not only important to the economic
life of this Nation but they are, and
especially wool, among the critical ma-
terials of this Nation in time of war.
More than 800,000,000 acres of land are
devoted to wool growing. It provides
employment to a great army of American
citizens. It pays enormous sums in taxes
to sustain district, county, city, State,
and the Federal Government, This in-
dustry is confronted with a threat to
destroy the capital investment, throw
hundreds of thousands of people out of
employment and dry up this source of
revenue to maintain the various units of
Government.

Let us not forget that every shipload
of wool brought into this country at this
time takes away that much of market
for the American people and wool
growers. Why should we sit idly by and
permit the sheep and wool growers in
foreign countries, by reason of their low
wages, lower standards of living and
lower cost of production, to take away
the American market and destroy this
great industry? If this business is tal'en
away from the American people and
American sheep and wool growers and
their workers and turned over to the
sheep and wool growers and their workers
in foreign countries, then this money will
be spent in foreign countries and cannot
be spent for the products of American
workers.

Under section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act as amended and reen-
acted in 1940, cotton, wheat and other
farm commodities have been taken care
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of but the sheep and wool growers were
omitted from this act. These other farm
commodities have increased in price 90
percent or more since 1941, This bill
fixes the support price the same as it
was in 1946 and the support price of
1946 was substantially what the support
price was in 1941, All groups in this
country have received an increase in
prices, profits, wages, and other com-
modities since 1941 but the wool prices
have remained practically what they were
in 1941 and that is why the sheep and
wool industry has declined so rapidly and
the American wool growers have been
and are losing 915 cents a pound or more
on their wool and unless we take action
to prevent hundreds of millions pounds
of wool being dumped into this country
every year, the price of wool will continue
to go down and the sheep industry will
continue to decline.

Something must be done and done
now. This bill, by continuing the sup-
port price until December 31, 1948 and
to fix the price as of 1946, which in effect
was the same as 1941, and fix a fee or
tariff on imported wool, will bring some
relief not only to the sheep and wool
growers but relief to the taxpayers of
this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. CooLEY].

Mr. COOLEY, Mr. Chairman, the
point was raised in the debate yesterday
by the gentleman from California [Mr.
GearHART] that the alternative to the
present bill was the elimination of the
wool growers of the United States. That
statement beclouds the issue. No re-
sponsible official has made any such sug-
gestion, The President on March 12,
1946, pointed out in a letter to Senator
O'MaroNEY and placed before the Con-
gress a sound and comprehensive wool
program. In that statement Mr. Tru-
man spoke of the decline in sheep num-
bers and cautioned that “care should be
exercised not to take action which would
place additional handicaps on the in-
dustry so long as the decline continues.”

The President then set forth six points
of a well-rounded wool program and
concluded:

The above program will, in my opinion,
afford domestic wool growers the protection
and assistance to which they are properly
entitled under this country’'s general trade
and agricultural policies. The program will
tend to encourage wool consumption in the
United States, and will be consistent with
our general foreign economic policy. In ac-
cordance with the views you have so fre-
quently expressed, this country also should
cooperate with foreign producing and con-
suming countries in efforts to encourage wool
consumption abroad.

More than a year later the President
in his Waco speech set forth the basis
of his foreign policy in summary as fol-
lows:

1. The Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
has been on the books since 1934, It has
been administered with painstaking care and
strict impartiality. Bome 30 agreements
with other countries have been made. And
trade has grown, to the great benefit of our
economy.

2, This Government does not intend, in
the coming negotiations, to eliminate tar-
iffs, or establish free trade. All that is con-

‘templated is the reduction of tariffs, the
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removal of discriminations, and the achieve-
ment not of free trade but of freer trade.

3. In the process of negotiations, tariffs
will not be cut across the board. Action will
be selective; some rates may be cut substan-
tially, others moderately, and others not at
all,

4. In return for these concessions, we shall
seek and obtain concessions from other coun-
tries to benefit our export trade.

I challenge anyone to find any basis
for the charge that wool growing is to
be sacrificed in those statements.

Everyone on either side of the aisle
interested in a bipartisan foreign policy
ought to reflect on these matters before
he votes for a bill which the President
will be forced to veto.

Mr. HARLESS of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I am unalterably opposed to the
Herter amendment. This amendment
would place the wool growers of Amer-
ica in a worse condition than they are
today. It is evident that we must have
relief for the wool producers; otherwise
we will liquidate an industry which
means so much to the welfare of this
country. To adopt the Herter amend-
ment would mean an immediate reduc-
tion in the price of wool instead of an
increase.

I we review the wool industry during
the war it is plain to see that we must
do something now in order to save the
producers of wool in this country. Im-
mediately after Pearl Harbor the price of
wool was frozen and that price has not
been increased to this day. The costs
have mounted, but the prices have re-
mained static. From 1942 to 1946 the
population of sheep in this country
dropped from 49,000,000 to 32,000,000
which represents a reduction of 35 per-
cent. And the amount of wool produced
dropped from 450,000,000 pounds in 1942
to 300,000,000 pounds in 1946 and that is
a reduction of 35 percent.

The report of the United States Tariff
Commission indicates that the wool
growers of this country lost 914 cents on
every pound of wool produced in 1946.
This report further indicates that the
wool growers lost $1.18 per head of sheep
in 1946.

In view of the fact that wool is con-
sidered by the War and Navy Depart-
ments as a strategic and critical ma-
terial we have reason to be alarmed at
this tremendous reduction in the pro-
duction of wool. Unless we pass this
legislation in a form which will encour-
age and protect the wool growers of this
country, in effect we will liquidate it
within the next few years. We are
spending tremendous sums to keep this
country prepared for any eventual emer-
ency. The world is in a critical state.
It is just as important to maintain a
healthy wool imrdustry in this country
as it is to maintain a prepared Army and
Navy. We must vote down the Herter
amendment and then pass this bill as it
came to us from the Senate. If we do,
we will be creating a thriving and pros-
perous wool industry.

The price of wool will not be too high,
but by stimulating production we can
forego the possibility of cartel arrange-
ments and any other emergency which
we may face in the future because we
know that our country is capable of pro-
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ducing enough wool to take care of most
of our needs if we give our wool growers
a chance to prosper.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, the
quantity of wool produced in the district
which I have the honor to represent in
Congress is not large in comparison with
the great wool-producing sections of the
West. We have family-sized farms with
a well worked ouf formula of crop rota-
tion, and on many of these farms small
flocks of sheep are maintained. In addi-
tion, our farmers purchase many lambs
directly from the range in the fall.
These lambs are fattened with our home-
produced grain and alfalfa and sold to
the packer in the spring. Meantime the
wool is clipped and is an important fac-
tor in the farmer’s economic operation
in the handling of the lambs. Many of
my farmers are, therefore, vitally inter-
ested in this proposed legislation.

There are comparatively few woolen
mills in Michigan; however, I have at
least one in my district and its operators
are opposed to this legislation, which
position is directly contrary to the posi-
tion taken by my farmer constituents.
As has been pointed out in this debate,
the use of wool is essential in the every-
day life of every one of us and occupies
an important place in productive
Ameriea. It is conceded that this coun-
try only produces about one-third of the
wool we consume; therefore, the im-
portation of foreign wool is essential and
brings to the front the old question of
cost of production at home and abroad.
Under the American way of life, with
our standards of living, it costs more to
produce a pound of wool than it does in
some other countries.

A few years ago when he was Secre-
tary of Agriculture, Mr. Henry Wallace,
in referring to sugar, insisted that for-
eign countries should be permitted to
produce the things they could produce
most efficiently, and that our own peo-
ple should confine their production fo
things which they could produce most
efficiently,. The question of price of
course enters into the all-inclusive word
“efficiency.”

Now that theory sounds all right, but
we have just learned anew that in case
of war it is essential that our country
be sufficient unto itself so far as strategic
materials are concerned. Wool is a stra-
tegic material and we cannot live or
carry on a war without it. It is just fool-
ish to kill or permit the domestic wool
industry to be liguidated on the Wallace-
onian theory.

. As a matter of fact, the day after Pearl
Harbor the price of wool was frozen at
OPA ceiling and large quantities of wool
were shipped to this country to form a
stock pile for a prospective war when
lines of ocean-going transportation
might be cut off. Then by order of the
Congress the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration purchased all the domestic
wool, paid for it, and controlled its dis-
tribution. The domestic producer was
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protected and encouraged to continue to
produce by a mandate that the Com-
modity Credit Corporation could not sell
any wool below the parity price. Now it
is conceded that the parity period which
determined the parity price was unfav-
orable to wool as compared to other agri-
cultural products; nevertheless, the
Commodity Credit law is still in force
and, as a result, this Government corpor-
ation has a little less than 500,000,000
pounds of wool in storage. Not a pound
of this can be sold for less than parity
and the world price is less than parity.
As a consequence, almost a half billion
pounds of wool are hanging over the
market which, if it were released to be
sold at war prices would ruir the present
market, destroy the wool producers, and
severely cripple many manufacturers
who have stock piles acquired at parity
prices.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will simply
continue support, until December 31,
1648, of the present guarantee to the
wool producer of the parity price. It
will not raise the price to the farmer.
It will not provide for a new subsidy. If
the Commodity Credit Corporation is
able to sell the wool it now has and which
it will purchase at parity price, then
there will be no loss to, or subsidy paid
from the Federal Treasury.

We all realize that the reciprocal trade
agreement law is in force and that the
Secretary of State is continuously ne-
gotiating trade agreements with other
countries. This bill direets the Secre-
tary to folow the terms of the reciprocal
trade law, make an investigation
through the Tariff Commission, and
whenever he finds officially that the
parity price of wool is higher than the
import price of wool, then he is directed
to require the payment of an import fee
or tariff on imported wool, which will
equalize the import price and the parity
price. To me it is just a form of the
protective tariff applied through recip-
rocal trade machinery. The fee will
only be sufficient to protect American
labor and American industry in the wool
production business against cheap for-
eign labor and lower standards of living
which make that cheapness possible.

Now we must not forget that the weol
producer and the farmer naturally want
the best price they can get for their
product. The processor of foreign wool
wants cheap foreign wool so that he will
have more foreign wool to process. The
manufacturer who uses wool wants his
raw material at the lowest price possible,
and the importer is not interested so
much in the price as he is in the busi-
ness and, if domestic wool is available at
the same price, his business will not be
so ¢.eat. As a result, the producer of
domestic .wool favors this legislation
while the manufacturer, following the
human instinet for profit, is often too
selfish and forgets the essentiality of
the wool industry in a well-balanced
economy.

Mr. Chairman, I shall vote against the
Herter amendment which is entirely in
the interest of the wool processors, im-
porters, and manufacturers. I shall
vote for this bill which, in my opinion, is
not only in the interest of business but
is €ssential to the well-being and a con-
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tinuance of a sound wool production in
the United States. We must not forget
that the sheep population has steadily
decreased during the last few years—35
percent between 1942 and 1947. It is an
astounding fact that there are less sheep
in our country today than there were in
1867. In other words, the industry is
being gradually eliminated because
sheep producers will not continue at a
loss or will not continue when the pro-
duction of sheep does not yield a fair
return compared with other agricultural
products.

It has been feared that the President .
will veto this bill because it might pre-
vent the Secretary of State entering into
an agreement with other countries who
market their wool through the British
cartel. -

Great Britain, with her dominions,
produces most of the world’s supply of
wool. At the war’s end, faced with a
tremendous stock pile of wool, they
formed the Joint Organization—JO—in
order to protect their wool industry by
an orderly liquidation of their stock pile
of over 2,000,000,000 pounds. The Joint
Organization controls 8. percent of the
world’s apparel-wool supply, and it has
the power to lower prices at will.

During 1946 over 1,000,000,000 pounds
of wool was consumed in this country.
More than 80 percent of it was foreign
wool. Last year 819,253,000 pounds of
foreign wool was imported into this
country. During that year, and as of
today, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion has a stock pile of over 450,000,000
pounds of wool. Foreign producers
dumped their products on the American
market, becau~e domestic producers are
wholly unable to compete with low-cost
producing countries. The Commodity
Credit Corporation is prohibited by law
from selling at less than parity. This
restriction must be removed, so that the
United State: can dispose of its stock
pile while wool consumption is high.

If we are assured that the President
has no intention of doing the things
which some fear, then there can be no
reason why the Congress, which gives the
Secretary of State the authority which
he now has to enter into these agree-
ments, should not be given specific direc-
tion. There comes a time when patience
ceases to be a virtue when the Congress
is delegating power to the executive
branch. The purpose of this bill is not
to provide a subsidy out of the Treasury.
Indeed, it is just the opposite. It is in-
tended to protect our industry and our
way of life and permit those who enjoy
the benefits afforded by this industry to
pay out of their own pockets for what
they purchase.

Mr. MURDOCE. Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to the Herter amendment. The
author of the amendment has virtually
admitted that the effect of his amend-
ment would be to decrease the price of
wool by as much as 4 or 5 cents a pound.
That would be a very severe blow to the
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wool industry of the West and I cannot
in good conscience approve of such re-
sult, even if other effects of the amend-
ment were known to be beneficial. It has
been pointed out that American wool
growers have lost money on their recent
production and the effect of this amend-
ment would mean still greater loss with-
out any compensating advantages that
I can see.

As the gentleman from Wyoming
pointed out, there are many millions of
acres of land in the West fit -only for
livestock production through grazing.
This is true because such land cannot be
farmed with cultivated crops, and forage,
aside from timber, is its only natural pro-
duction. Perhaps half of this vast area
can be used only for grazing sheep, al-
though some of it may be used for cattle
and sheep together. But I will take the
word of the gentleman from Wyoming
that of such vast acreage suitable only
for grazing, about half of it as he says
can be used for cattle and the other half,
as he thinks, can be used only for sheep,
therefore, there are millions of acres in
the far West which can be made produc-
tive only by grazing it with sheep. This
vast region would be adversely affected
without support-price for wool and might
be economically ruined by wrong provi-
sions in this bill.

I believe there is a greater area which
would be rendered useless by destroy-
ing the wool industry than he indicated.
There is a misconception about the rela-
tion between cattle and sheep on the
western ranges. It is supposed by some
that cattle and sheep cannot exist on
the same general area. That notion has
gotten abroad and is embedded in our
literature because of so many historic
and bloody feuds between cattlemen and
sheepmen throughout the West. How-
ever, I think it is recognized today that
cattle and sheep of the same owner can
get along fairly well together on the same
range if it is diversified.

Perhaps it is fairer to say that cattle-
men and sheepmen cannot, or do not,
get along fogether in their economic
business. Many cattlemen are also
sheepmen in these later years and run
both cattle and sheep over their big
ranges, the catile requiring one kind of
pasture and the sheep doing quite well
on a different kind of forage on the same
spotted area. Such being the case, there
is even a larger proportion of the west-
ern ranges useful for sheep than the gen-
tleman from Wyoming may have had in
mind as suitable only for wool and lamb
production.

Immediate steps must be taken to
safeguard wool producers from the pres-
ent situation, but the Herter amendment
will not do it. Our country’s prosperity
in the West depends upon full utilization
of all ranges up to their proper limits for
maximum benefits, and it also depends
upon stabilizing the wool grower’s mar-
ket and affording him proper protection.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Nevada [Mr. RussgeLL]?

There was no objection.
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, Chairman, I also
am opposed to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
HERTER].

The adoption of the amendment of-

" fered by the gentleman from Massachu-

sets would defeat the purpose of the bill
and the amendment should be defeated.

I support the wool bill and the amend-
ments offered by the committee for with-
out continued aid to the wool growers the
industry will face a serious situation.
The Department of Agriculture report
shows that the sheep population of this
country has been reduced 35 percent since
1942, a drop from 49,807,000 to 32542,-
000 head today, and there are fewer head
of sheep now than there was 50 years
ago.

This general situation relative to sheep
prevails in Nevada as in other parts of
the Nation. We are faced with a fast-
dwindling industry unless it is protected.
At the rate of decline in the numbers of
sheep since 1942, unless the industry can
be aided and stabilized, this Nation will
be forced then to depend upon foreign
sources entirely, not only for wool, but
also for lamb and mutton.

A study of the sheep industry shows
that the wool growers of this country lost
915, cents on every pound of wool pro-
duced in 1946 and sustained a loss of
$1.18 per head of sheep on the average.

American producers of wool are unable
to meet the low-cost production of for-
eign countries, and last year, 1946, 819-
253,000 pounds of foreign wool was im-
ported into this country. Great Britain
with her dominions produces most of
the world’s supply of wool, and at the
end of the war to protect their wool in-
dustry they formed the joint organiza-
tion. This organization controls 85 per-
cent of the world’s apparel supply and
has the power to lower prices at will. If,
then, the American production of wool
can be virtually wiped out by that organi-
zation, through the control of the price
of wool and the wool shipped into this
Nation at less than it can be produced
here, in time our industry will be lost
and we will be dependent upon the for-
eign sources for wool and those sources
will control the price, and that is what
is' being done. The probable result in
the end would be much higher prices for
foreign wool as soon as the American
wool industry is wiped out or forced to
be curtailed to where this country would
grow but a very small percentage of the
proportion of wool needed.

Sheep in one way are a national re-
source of this Nation. They graze on
and utilize the forage on the public
ranges and national forests. To destroy
that industry would be to destroy one of
the greatest.industries in the West, to
destroy taxable units and to make this
Nation dependent upon foreign supply
and production.

This bill would continue support for
wool until December 31, 1948. It would
continue the support at a time when
there is a surplus of foreign-produced
wool. It Is estimated that the joint or-
ganization has some 2,000,000,000 pounds
of wool stored, and that under normal
consumption in this postwar period it
will take about 10 years to assimilate that

May 23

amount in industry, along with present
production. Why then should an Amer-
ican industry be made to suffer? Why
should wool growers be forced, in many
eases out of business, to protect foreign
wool production? That is what will be
done unless this bill is passed.

Mr. MARTIN of ITowa. Mr. Chairman,
I wish to supplement the remarks I made
yvesterday on this bill a little more along
the line of the question of national de-
fense,

Wool is one of the few agricultural
commodities that appears on the list of
critical and strategic materials compiled
by the Army and Navy Munition Board.
It has very peculiar properties that make
it impossible to stock pile it in the way
we would stock pile minerals and other
strategic materials. They had to give it
special treatment in their consideration
of stock piling strategic materials. For
that reason I think it is entitled to spe-
cial treatment in such legislation as is
now included in the bill under considera-
tion.

I consider the action of the Agriculture
Committee of the House on Wool as well
justified, in going out of the usual course
of treatment of agricultural commodities
and support the Committee on Agricul-
ture and oppose the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. HerTER], I desire also to mention
the fact that we are still behind in our
work on strategic materials. Back in
1941 we found that too little emphasis
was given to the matter of stock piling
strategic materials. That is again the
case as we enter the post-World War II
period.

In the case of wool, we have an ex-
ample of a critical material that cannot
be stock piled in large quantity and
the stock pile must be rotated at rela-
tively short intervals, The best possible
program for wool that can be built up in
the name of national defense is a good
source of domestic supply, and that is
my interest in this bill primarily. We
must give wool different consideration °
than we give minerals. For instance,
wool must be rapidly rotated. The do-
mestic source of supply is more vital in
wool than in most of the critical mate-
rials, and that is the point I desire fo em-
phasize at this point.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I yield.

Mr. JENNINGS. Would not the effect
of the adoption of the Herter amendment
mean that from $12,000,000 to $15,000,000
the wool might bring if that is adopted
would go from the wool producers pock-
ets into the pockets of the manufacturers
of woolen fabrics?

Mr. MARTIN of Jowa. Representing
a wool-producing area I know that it will
go out of the pockets of the producers,
and they need it very seriously. I have
letters from home indicating that they
are having difficulty in keeping their
flocks going; in fact, a slight reduction in
the price they have been receiving for
their wool will have a very serious effect;
many wool producers will not be able to
stay in business.

Mr. JENNINGS. And in that connec-
tion the fact that flocks have been re-
duced in the last 3 years to the extent of
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17,000,000 head is unanswerable proof
that the ranchers quit raising sheep be-
cause they were losing money.

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I agree with
the gentleman, and it is a dangerous
trend, in the name of national defense
especially.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Do I
understand correctly that at the present
time the stock of wool owned by the
Government is really in excess of the
annual domestic production of wool in
this country?

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I cannot give
the gentleman the exact figures, but I
understand the gquantity in the hands of
the Government is very large.

Mr. BATES of Massachuetts. Does it
not necessarily follow that the higher
these prices go, later in the form of
manufactured products there will be
public resistance against the purchase
price of these clothes which in turn will
be reflected back on the manufacturer
and the wool grower if we do not find
some way of bringing about an equaliza-
tion of the price?

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa. I was quite
impressed by the remarks of the gentle-
man from Wyoming [Mr. BARRETT] yes-
terday when he showed how very few
cents difference in the price of a suit of
clothes the difference in price of wool
involved here would make, I thought
that point was well worthy of our con-
sideration, especially when we consider
also the great importance of the support
in keeping the production of wool here
at home in America on a sound basis.

I sincerely hope the committee posi-
tion prevails and the Herter amendment
is defeated, and I hope the bill is adopted
as recommended to the House by the
Committee on Agriculture.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Iowa has expired.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to the Herter amendment. I
expect to support the bill in the form
reported by the committee. As reported
by the committee this legislation is de-
signed to give some degree of justice to
the wool growers of America but if you
adopt the Herter amendment I am afraid
you will make of it largely a wool-dealers’
bill. ;

Mr. Chairman, our sheep population
has reached a half-century low mark of
32,542,000 head, During the past 4
years, our wool production has dropped
to below 300,000,000 pounds—a reduction
of 35 percent from the 1942 production.
There has to be a reason for this tre-
mendous and alarming decrease in the
production of sheep and wool. That
reason is not hard to find, Mr. Chairman.
It is due to low prices and long-continued
uncertainty in the sheep and wool in-
dustry. This legislation, S. 814 as sub-
stantially and wisely amended by the
House Committee on Agriculture, elimi-
nates the handicaps which have so
sharply curtailed our domestic produc-
tion of sheep and wool. I urge you to
support the legislation, as it is now before
you, and to reject the Herter amendment
as well as an amendment which will be
offered later by one of our Democratic
colleagues to deny wool the tariff protec-
tion now enjoyed by other farm products
for which it has been found absolutely
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necessary. Let us approve this legis-
lation as it is.

A recent report of the Tariff Commis-
sion shows that the wool growers of this
country during the past few years have
been losing money annually on beth
sheep and wool. These losses have run
as high as nearly 10 cents per pound on
wool and over $1 per head on sheep.
Such losses cannot continue unless
America is to become completely depend-
ent upon foreign producers for the wool
required, not only for clothing and
fabrics but for our national defense as
well. The legislation now before you
will comprise a real step toward the re-
building of our domestic sheep and wool
industry.

Mr. Chairman, what would be the ef-
fect of the Herter amendment? It is
simply designed to defeat the purposes
of this legislation to the extent of per-
haps 4 or 5 or 6 cents per pound. It is
devised to take away from the sheep pro-
ducer a generous portion of the assist-
ance and protection this legislation is
intended to provide. Let us defeat the
Herter amendment so that we can then
vote upon the program provided by this
legislation, on its own merits, unhamp-
ered by crippling amendments.

Mr. Chairman, the United States is
taxing its citizens heavily and neces-
sarily to provide funds to extend aid to
the starving and diseased people of war-
stricken areas; we are reaching far down
into our pockets to provide money for
aiding other countries to rehabilitate
their war-torn economies; we are con-
fronted by a gigantic national debt of
our own and with serious domestic eco-
nomic problems and adjustments. We
can ill-afford in times like these to de-
stroy a great basic industry such as the
sheep and wool industry through short-
sighted policies or through listening to
the siren song of those who urge us to
let our own industries die so that those
of other countries might live. Mr.
Chairman, that argument is neither
sound nor sensible, If America goes
bankrupt or spins itself into a devastat-
ing depression, there is no hope for the
rest of the world. For our own security,
as well as for the hope of all humanity,
we must maintain a solvent America and
a sound economic base for our funda-
mental economic activities. By support-
ing this legislation, we can give a meas-
ure of security and stability to the sheep
industry of America and to that degree
contribute to world stability as a whole.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr., CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to direct some questions to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
HerTER], to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Horel, and I believe to one other
gentleman.

In the first place, if the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. HERTER] is on
the floor I wish to ask him in view of the
debate on this amendment what is the
real purpose of the Herter amendment?
What is the machinery back of it? In
other words, what is he driving at? Be-
cause many of us are considering as to
how we shall vote.
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Mr. HERTER. I tried to make that
clear at the time I offered the amend-
ment.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Here is the reason
I asked the question that way. It has
been argued that it will cut the price of
wool anywhere from 4, 5, or 6 cents per
pound. That is one important item in-
volved from the processors’ standpoint.
The processor of basic raw materials, of
course, is always interested in obtaining
his material at the lowest price possible,
no matter what it does to the primary
preducer; but it is difficult for me to be-
lieve that the gentleman would offer an
amendment for that purpose.

Here is another purpose. If it is true
that wool dealers as such have not been
permitted to participate in the wool
trade since we took over wool control,
perhaps 90 percent of the parity price
or 80 percent of parity price or 60 per-
cent of parity price would bring the
dealers‘back into the picture. That may
be one of the objectives back of the
Herter amendment.

Then the third proposition might be
that perhaps somebody wants to get rid
of the Commodity Credit Corporation
control of wool.

I advance those thoughts to give the
author of the amendment a chance to
explore those three things and I will be
glad to yield to him because I cannot
believe that the gentleman wants to de-
stroy the wool industry, At the same
time if the effect of the amendment will
be a 4-, 6,- or 9-cent drop in the price of
wool,  certainly I cannot support the
amendment. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr, HERTER. I tried to make that
clear. The price support called for in
this bill is 42.3 cents. The price at 90
percent of parity is about 37.9 cents, a
difference of 4.4 cents. That will be the
support price. The world price as of the
time that the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration ceased buying was 40.1 cents,

The purpose of my amendment is to
have for one thing a flexible price, not
a fixed price. The second is to put if just
under the world price so that wool would
not have ‘o be bought by the Govern-
ment at this price and continue the
Government buying the entire clip, but
put it in a free market so that it will not
cost the Government anything on sup-
port unless there is a considerable drop
in general commodities.

Mr. CRAWFORD. If there is a con-
siderable drop that is another thing.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is
quite obvious that the gentleman who
offered the amendment stated it would
bring the price down 2 cents under the
competitive world price.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Since
we set prices throughout the world, in
all probability it would mean a 2 cents
lower price.

Mr. CRAWFORD. It seems to me I
am forced to the conclusion that the
amendment will point prices down.
Whether they will drop 4 cents or 40
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cents I do not know. However, any act
on the part of the Congress that starts
prices down on basic commodities, in
other words a great economic force, and
these commodities are a great economic
force, it becomes a terrible thing for the
people of this country who gather their
livelihood from producing that raw ma-
terial. Therefore, I cannot support the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

All time having expired, the question
is on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
HerTErR] to the committee amendment.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. HESELTON)
there were—ayes 56, noes 110.

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers. :

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

8rc. 8. The Secretary of Agriculture shall
establish monthly (commencing with the
month of January 1947) a comparable price
for wool and the comparable price so estab-
lished shall be used for the purposes of all
laws in which a parity or comparable price
is established or used. The comparable price
for wool shall be that price which bears the
same relation to the average parity prices
of the other basic agricultural commodities,
cotton, corn, wheat, rice, tobacco, and pea-
nuts, as the actual price for wool bore to
the actual average price of such basic com-
modities during the period August 1934 to
July 19389. Such comparable price for wool
may be adjusted for grade, quality, season,
and location.

Committee amendment:

Page 2, line 11, strikes out lines 11 to 23,
inclusive.

The committee
agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 4. The provisions of sections 385, 386,
and 388 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, shall be applicable to
the support operations carried out pursuant
to section 2 of this act.

With the following committee amend-
ment: -

Page 2, line 24, strike out “4" and In-
sert “3." .

The committee
agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 5. The Commodity Credit Corporation
may, without regard to restrictions imposed
upon it by any law, dispose of any wool pro-
duced prior to January 1, 1949, at prices
which will permit such wool to be sold in
competition with imported wool. The dis-
position of any accumulated stock under
the provisions of this section, however, shall
be made at such rate and in such manner
as will avoid disruption of the domestic
market.

Committee amendment:

Page 3, line 3, strike out lines 3 to 10,
inclusive. i

The commitiee
agreed to.

was

amendment was

amendment was

amendment was
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The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 6. Wool 1s a basle source of clothing
for the people of the United States, and, as
such, is deemed & basic agricultural com-
modity.

Committee amendment:

Page 3, strike out lines 11 to 13, inclusive,
and insert:

“Sec. 4. Section 22 of the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act, as amended and reenacted
(U. 8. C., 1040 ed., title 7, sec. 624), is hereby
amended by adding a new subdivision as
Tollows:

**(f) (1) Whenever the Secretary of Agrl-
culture finds that any article or articles are
being or are practically certain to be imported
into the United States under such conditions
and in such quantities as to render or tend
to render ineffective or materially Interfere
with any loan, purchase, or other program
or operation undertaken by the Department
of Agriculture or any agency operating under
its direction with respect to wool or any
product thereof or to reduce substantially the
amount of any product processed in the
United States from wool or any product
thereof while any such program or operation
is being undertaken, he shall, by order, im-
pose such fees not in excess of 50 percent
ad valorem on any article or articles which
may be entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption as he finds and de-
clares to be necessary in order that the entry
of such article or articles will not render or
tend to render ineffective, or materially inter-
fere with, any program or operation referred
to above, or reduce substantially the amount
of any product processed in the United
States from any wool or any product thereof.
In designating any article or articles, the
Secretary may describe them by physical
qualities, value, use, or upon such other basis
as he shall determine.

“*(2) The fees imposed by the Secretary
by order under subdivision (f) and any revo-
cation, suspension, or modification thereof,
shall become eflective on such date as shall
be therein specified, and such fees shall be
treated for administrative purposes and for
the purposes of section 32 of Public Law No.
320, Seventy-fourth Congrees, approved Au-
gust 24, 1935, as amended, as duties imposed
by tho Tariff Act of 1930.

“*(3) Any order or provision thereof may
be suspended or terminated by the Secretary
whenever he finds that the circumstances re-~
quiring the order or provision thereof no
longer exist or may be modified by the Secre-
tary whenever he finds that changed cir-
cumstances require such modification to
carry out the purposes of subdivision (f).

“*(4) Any decision of the Seeretary under
subdivision (f) shall be final and any finding,
order, or rule under subdivision (f) may be
made by the Secretary without a hearing,
formal or informal. -

“*(5) Whenever any fee i{s imposed initially
on any grade or quality of imported raw wool
pursuant to subdivision (f), there shall be
levied, assessed, collected, and pald upon all
such imported raw wool which on the date
of the imposition of such fee is held in
the United States by any person for sale
or other disposition, other than wool held in
customs-bonded warehouses, a floor-stocks
tax at a rate equal to the amount of the fee
imposed with respect to imported raw wool
of the same grade and quality.

“*(6) Under such regulations as the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue with the ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury shall
prescribe, every person required to pay any
floor-stocks tax shall make a return within
such time as may be prescribed by the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue with the ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury and
pay such tax within 6 months after the im-
position of such fees.
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“*(7) Any person required to pay & floor-
stocks tax or file a return hereunder, who
willfully fails to pay such tax, or make such
return, shall, in addition to other penalties
provided by law, be guilty of a misdemeanor
and, upon conviction thereof, be fined not
more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more
than 1 year, or both, together with the costs
of prosecution.

“‘(8) The term “person,” as used in sub-
division (f), Includes an officer or employee
of a corporation, or a member or employee
of a partnership, who, as such officer, em-
ployee, or member, is under a duty to per-
form the act in respect of which the viola-
tion occurs.””

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment as a substitute for the com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HorE as a sub-
stitute for the committee amendment: On
page 3, line 14, strike out all of section 4
and insert in lieu thereof a new section 4 as
follows:

“SEc. 4. Subsections (a) and (b) of section
22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as
amended and reenacted (U. S, C., 1940 ed.,
title 7, sec. 624), are hereby amended to
read as follows:

“'(a) Whenever the President has reason to
believe that any one or more articles are be-
ing, or are practically certain to be, imported
into the United States under such conditions
and in sufficient quantities as to render or
tend to render ineffective or materially inter-
fere with any program or operation under-

. taken, or to reduce substantially the amount

of any product processed in the United States
from any commodity subject to and with re-
spect to which any program is in operation,
under this title or the Soil Conservation and
Domestic Allotment Act, as amended, or sec-
tlon 32, Public Law No. 320, Seventy-fourth
Congress, approved August 24, 1935, as
amended, or the Wool Act of 1947, he shall
cause an immediate investigation to be made
by the United States Tariff Commission,
which shall give precedence to investigations
under this sectlon to determine such facts.
Such investigations shall be made after due
notice and opportunity for hearing to inter-
estec parties and shall be conducted subject
to such regulations as the President shall
specify.

“*(b) If, on the basis of such investigation
and report to him of findings and recom-
mendations made in connection therewith,
the President finds the existence of such
facts, he shall by proclamation impose such
fees on, or such limitations on the total quan-
tities of, any article or articles which may be
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption as he finds and declares shown
by such investigation to be necessary to
prescribe In order that the entry of such
article or articles will not render or tend to
render ineffective or materially interfere with
any program or operation undertaken, or will
not reduce substantially the amount of any
product processed in the United States from
any commodity subject to and with respect
to which any program is in operation, under
this title or the Soil Conservation and Do-
mestic Allotment Act, as amended, or sec-
tion 32, Public Law No. 320, Seventy-fourth
Congress, approved August 24, 1935, as
amended, or the Wool Act of 1947: Provided,
That no Hmitation shall be imposed on the
total quantity of any article which may be
imported from any country which reduces
such permissible total quantity to less than
50 percent of the average annual guantity of
such article which was lmported from such
country during the period from January 1,
1929, to December 31, 1933, both dates inclu-
sive: And provided further, That no limita-
tion shall be imposed on the total quantities
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of wool or products thereof which may be
entered or withdrawn from warehouse for
consumption.'"

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this
amenument has been explained in con-
nection with the general discussion on
the legislation. It has been approved
unanimously by the Committee on Agri-
culture. It follows the lines of section
22 of the AAA which has been on the
statute books since 1935 and which has
been a part of the recognized agricultural
policy of this administration and the Na-
tion for the past 12 years. What this
amendment does, as far as section 22 is
concerned, is to include wool as one of
the commodities upon which the Presi-
dent may take action if the circum-
stances justify it. In addition to that, it
provides that in the case of wool, if action
is taken, that action must be limited to
the imposition of import fees rather than
giving the President a choice between
the quota and an import fee.

The reason for that provision is, as
everyone acquainted with the woolen in-
dustry knows, that it would be difficult
if not impossible to administer a quota
upon wool imports. That is because
wool is imported from a number of differ-
ent countries. There are hundreds of
different grades. There are many im-
porters, and it would be almost impossible
to apportion a quota to those who would
wish to import particular types and
grades of wool.

For that reason, by agreement of
everyone, it was decided that the powers
given the President as far as wool is con-
cerned should be limited to the power to
impose an import fee. _

Not only has this legislation been on

the books for many years, but there has
been action on it under this administra-
tion and the preceding administration
on a number of occasions. On May 29,
1941, a wheat quota was imposed limit-
ing imports to 800,000 bushels per year.
At the same time a quota was imposed
limiting imports of flour to 4,000,000
pounds per year. On April 13, 1942, that
order was amended excepting wheat and
flour for experimental purposes, regis-
tered seed wheat, and distress diversions
of wheat and wheat flour from the quota
provisions. Again on .april 19, 1943,
amendment was added excepting wheat
purchased by the War Food Administra-
tion for livestock-feed purposes. In the
case of cotton, there was a basic order
imposed on September 20, 1939, on long
and short staple cotton. On December
19, 1940, an amendment was made to it
excepting certain staple lengths. On
March 31, 1942, the order was again
amended. On July 29, 1942, the order
terminated country allocations for long
staple cotton. On February 1, 1947, an
amendment was imposed on short,
harsh, or rough cotton giving those
grades a quota of 70,000,000 pounds.
. S0 that all we are doing today as far
as wool is concerned is to bring it within
the provisions of this legislation which
has long been recognized as part of the
agricultural policy of this country.

It also is in harmony with the request
which came from the Department of
Agriculture in a letter to the Speaker of
the House on February 4, 1947, in which

XCIII——-363

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

was recommended that section 22 be
amended and expanded to include other
commodities upon which price-support
programs were in effect.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the substitute amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered to the substitute
amendment by Mr. CooLEyY: At the end of
the substitute amendment offered by Mr.
Hope add the following language:

“No proclamation under this section shall
be enforced in contravention of any treaty
or other international agreement to which
the United States is or hereafter becomes a
party.”

The  C . The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for an
additional 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
language contained in my amendment
was taken bodily from the bill H. R. 1825
introduced on February 10, 1947, by the
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Hopgl,
chairman of the House committee on
Agriculture.

The bill H, R. 1825 had the approval
of Secretary Anderson, and I understand
it had clearance by the Bureau of the
Budget, but it never would have had the
approval of Secretary Anderson or the
Bureau of the Budget without the lan-
guage to which I have just referred.

I am certain the distinguished chair-
man of my committee has no desire what-
ever to leave erroneous impressions upon
the minds of the membership of this
House,; but unintentionally or otherwise
I am afraid his last statement is well
calculated to leave the membership of
the House under the impression that Sec-
retary Anderson in his letter of February
4, 1947, to the Speaker of this House ad-
vocated and approved the thing he is
now attempting to do on the floor, that
is, to secure the passage of a bill which
will have the effect of placing wool under
section 22, without language which would
protect reciprocal-trade agreements.

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. Yes; of course I will
yield.

Mr. HOPE. Does the gentleman say
now that the Secretary of Agriculture
is opposed to the amendment that the
gentlemen from Kansas offered a short
time ago?

Mr. COOLEY. I have no right to quote
the Secretary of Agriculture. I have not
consulted him about the amendment, but
I venture the assertion that he is defi-
nitely opposed to it unless it contains the
language I am now attempting to add
to the genfleman’s amendment.

Mr. HOPE. Does the gentleman know
that the bill, H. R. 1825, which was
drafted in the Department of Agricul-
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ture in its original form when it left the
Department of Agriculture, did not have-
the provision in it to which the gentle~
man has made reference and which he
has offered as an amendment to the
substitute?

Mr. COOLEY. I am perfectly willing
to accept the gentleman’s statement
with regard to the matter, but I do know
what was stated in the letter of Feb-
ruary 4, 1947, in which the Secretary of
Agriculture discussed the matter, I
would like to read for the benefit of the
committee just what he said with re-
spect to this provision.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further before he goes
to that point? °

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman knows
also, does he not, that Mr. Dodd, Under
Secretary of Agriculture, appeared be-
fore the Committee on Agriculture when
this bill was under consideration and
urged a quota upon wool imports?

Mr. COOLEY. My recollection is that
Mr. Dodd made some such statement
before the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture. I am not sure what statement
he made before the gentleman's com-
mittee, but, regardless of what Mr, Dodd
said about it, I want the House to hear
what Secretary Clinton Anderson had
to say about it. I can read it very hur-
riedly: :

Certain limitations on the scope of action
permitted under section 22 are involved in
the agreements with foreign countries con-
cluded under the Reciprocal Trade Agree-
ments Act. Thus, all but one of our recip-
rocal-trade agreements prohibit the levying
of new fees, duties, or other charges con-
nected with imports against products in-
cluded in the agreements;

Most of the agreements require consulta-
tion with the other country, except under
exceptional circumstances, prior to the im-
position of quotas on products given duty
concessions in the agreements., The exer-
cise of the authority granted under section
22 has not in the past conflicted with any of
our international undertakings, and pre-
sumably this will also be the case in the
future. It would, however, be of advantage
to the United States in the conduct of its
foreign policy if this were to be specifically
required by section 22, Accordingly, the
proposed amendmemnt would prohibit any
enforcement of a proclamation under section
22 that would be in contravention of the
international obligations of the United
States.

The amendment referred to is the
amendment which I have just offered.

Commenting further, the Secretary
said: ,

In view of the need for broadening the
applicability of section 22 to furnish the
protection to programs of the Department
of Agriculture which the Congress appar-
ently intended, it is respectfully requested
that consideration be given to amending
that section as proposed in the enclosed
draft. It is believed that the amendment
is urgently needed, and that its enactment
will be a definite contribution fo the welfare
of American agriculture.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr, COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. HOPE. Does the gentleman con-
tend that the passage of this legislation,
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if amended as proposed by the amend-
ment submitted by the gentleman from
Kansas, would be in conflict with any
existing reciprocal trade agreements?

Mr. COOLEY. I am not sufficiently
familiar with existing trade agreements
to know whether it does or not, but I
will say this: That I have before me a
letter from the Under Secretary of State,
Mr. Clayton, to the effect that if we
adopt this bill as now proposed to this
House we will stand before the world
convicted of insincerity. Now, that is
Mr. Clayton’s statement. Whether or
not it is true, I do not know. I also know
that Secretary Marshall is in complete
accord with Under Secretary Clayton in
this respect. It is easy to see just the
effect of what we are about to do. First
of all, as a member of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture, I never thought I
would be called upon to consider writing
a tariff bill, and that is exactly what we
are doing. No question has been raised
with respect to the jurisdiction of our
committee, If the Congress wants the
great Committee on Agriculture to take
over these important functions, I am, for
one, perfectly willing to assumeé the re-
sponsibility.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield briefly.

Mr. GROSS. If this was cotton
would you not feel different about it?

Mr. COOLEY. No, sir. You cannot
start running rabbits. I am running a
fox. Iam talking of something of world-
wide importance. I want it understood
by the membership of this House, par-
ticularly the friends of reciprocal trade
agreements, that now there is before this
House the proposition whether or not we
are going to repudiate reciprocal trade
treaties under which we have operated
for the past several years, or whether we
are going to approve them by defeating
the Hope amendment now before the
House.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. RIZLEY. I want to ask the gen-
tleman frankly this question: It is my
understanding that, under the present
international agreements or under the
present trade agreements that we have,
the Hope amendment, of course, does not,
violate any existing agreement, but the
gentleman’s language not only covers
any existing agreements, but it says “any
agreement that shall hereafter be made.”
Now, if we make any future agreements
under the Reciprocal Trade Act, which
we might say would lower the duties on
wool, then, of course, this bill is out of
the window, as the gentleman knows.
This amendment, in effect, kills this bill,
does it not?

Mr. COOLEY. The amendment, in ef-
fect, is compatible with the reciprocal
trade treaty policy of this country and
the amendment without the language
which I am attempting to annex is thor-
oughly and utterly incompatible with
such policy. How is it possible for our
State Department to negotiate trade
agreements and pledge the good faith of
this great country of ours when the con-
tracting parties know at the very mo-
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ment that they undertake to enter into
an agreement there is a sword at the
White House with which we have armed
the President to carve the heart out of
any agreement that is there made?

Mr. RIZLEY. Let us assume for the
sake of argument Mr. Clayton goes back
over to Geneva and effects some other
international agreement in respect to
wool and the agreement he effects would
prohibit the President from doing the
very things this bill provides for. Then
this amendment, of course, kills this bill,
does it not?

Mr. COOLEY. I am not optimistic
enough to believe Mr. Clayton will ever
be able to negotiate another agreement
and I doubt very much if he will under-
take to go back to Geneva with this sort
of a hill hanging over his neck to em-
barrass him when he goes to the confer-
ence table.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for three
additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the requzast of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa,

Mr. LECOMPTE. I want to ask the
gentleman what the parliamentary situ-
ation is. Did not this bill come out by a
unanimous vote?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; and I made my
full confession yesterday on that.

Mr. LECOMPTE. There is no minor-
ity report?

- Mr. COOLEY. There is no minority
report, and no hearings,

Mr. LECOMPTE. Were not hearings
held?

Mr. COOLEY. Hearings were held
but not printed.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. They
were held.

Mr. COOLEY. They were held but not
printed.

Mr. LECOMPTE.. The statement from
the Secretary of State was there?

Mr. COOLEY. No; the statement of
the Secretary of State was not considered
by the committee. It was handed to me
yesterday. But here is the proposition
as I see it: You cannot go out of this
House ana say you did not understand
that you are here cutting straight across
the reciprocal trade treaties of the past,
those that are now in existence, and giv-
ing a weapon to the President of the
United States to carve to pieces any that
may hereafter be made. If you are go-
ing to attack our international economic
policy, our reciprocal trade treaties, why
not approach the problem boldly and
courageously? You are attempting to
sabotage every agreement that is now in
existence and to hamstring the State De-
partment so that it cannot make new
ones,

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Would
the gentleman favor placing wool un-
der a quota system?

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know that I
would be in favor of placing wool under
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a quota system. I think that is a sub-
ject that could well be considered by our
committee and I would be perfectly
willing to give it my time and attention.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. We
have done it for certain types of cotton?

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; and I am not so
sure I am for the quotas we have on
Egyptian cotton. It seems to me we
ought to be buying a iittle of it if we ex-
pect to trade with Egypt. The point is:
Why should we approach this matter by
the backdoor method? This is one of
the greatest problems confronting this
Congress and the country. i

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. Speaking of a back-door
approach, the gentleman admits his
amendment would in effect destroy sec-
tion 22. So why not just vote on sec-
tion 22?

Mr, COOLEY. No; I do not agree with
that. I read from Secretary Anderson’s
letter that section 22 had never em-
barrassed any department of the Gov-
ernment, that they had operated ef-
fectively in the interest of our own
economy. He does say that he wants the
language that I have in my amendment.

Now, there is the proposition. Are
you as Democrats, and I will be a little
bit partisan about it, going to follow your
own Secretary of Agriculture, your own
Secretary of State, and your own Presi-
dent, or are you going to let a subcom-
mittee of the steering committee of the
R.ep;lblican Party write legislation for
you

I want to say that as a Democrat I am
unwilling to repudiate Mr. Anderson,
Mr. Marshall, Mr. Clayton, and Mr. Tru-
man in this way and make it impossible
for them to proceed with their plans to
rebuild our world trade and to start the
wheels of world commerce turning once
again.

On May 9, 1847, Secretary of State
Marshall in a communication addressed
to Mr. Philip D. Reed, United States As-
sociates, New York City, stated:

Since becoming Secretary of State I have
spent most of my timeé in international po-
litical negotiations. This experlence has re-
enforced my conviction that enduring
political harmony rests heavily upon eco-
nomic stability. A lasting peace demands
international economic arrangements,
whereby natural resources, pIant and Eq‘l.llp-
ment, and manpower are fully and pro-
ductively employed. The goods and services
produced must flow through domestic and
international trade channels. In no other
way can we create an economic and social
environment free from the unrest in which
political instability is bred.

Mr. Clayton, head of a United States dele-
gation, is now working in Geneva with the
representatives of 17 other nations to re-
move excessive barriers to trade and to write
into the charter for an International Trade
Organization a code of good conduct for in-
ternational trade relationships. This is a
baslc part of our general foreign policy. The
success of these meetings will have a direct
relation to the success of our peace efforts.

The roots of this policy reach far down into
the basic interests of all of our people. Its
benefits will redound to all. Our immediate
Job is to assure its effectuation. That is the
challepge and the responsibility of all of us
who earnestly seek an enduring peace.
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May 18, 1947, on the occasion of the
observance of World Trade Week, May
18-24, 1947, Secretary of State Marshall
made the following statement:

Thea keynote of World Trade Week in 1947
is “World Trade Unites Nations;” a theme
particularly appropriate for a time when the
need for unity among peoples is more vital
than ever before in history. Natlonal leaders
are urgently seeking unity in all the fields
of international relations-—political, security,
and economic. Economic conflict and trade
wars invarlably set the stage for political
disunity.

Representatives of 18 frading nations are
meeting now in Geneva in a concerted effort
to achieve unity through expansion of world
trade and the resulting increases in produc-
tion, employment, and improvement of liv-
ing standards in all countries.

Although the United States Government
has taken a leading part in bringing about
this meeting, a successful conclusion can
only be realized through the cooperation of
all participating nations. At Geneva these
countries are seeking to lower excessive trade
barriers and are engaged in drafting a char-
ter for an International Trade Organization,
to insure international cooperation in com-
merce. Agreement on this charter will mark
a great step toward economic stability and
the common security. J

If there is doubt in anyone's mind s
to why Mr. Clayton left Geneva, I sug-
gest that you might communicate with
him directly in an effort to obtain ac-
curate information concerning his return
to this country. I am sure that he would
welcome an opportunity to discuss the
situation with Members of either House
of Congress. I only regret that he was
not invited to speak to our committee
before this controversy was brought to
the floor of the House.

I hope, gentlemen, that I do not exag-
gerate the importance of the matter now
under consideration. I sincerely believe
it to be of great importance and worthy
of the careful consideration of the elected
representatives of the people. I believe
that I know that the destiny of America
depends upon our ability to solve the
problems of world trade. I am convinced
that this cannot be done by the method
of retaliatory tariffs and trade barriers
and by isolating ourselves from the rest
of the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has
again eXxpired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. Chairman, before we get too
far into this argument, perhaps we
better stop and consider just how
far reaching the results would be if the
gentleman’'s amendment were adopted.
The gentleman's amendment does not
apply just to wool; do not let that con-
fuse anybody. It applies to any action
that may be taken by the President
under section 22 as it stands on the books
now: If we adopt the Cooley amend-
ment, it means that the State Depart-
ment would have the authority and the
power to override and overrule this law,
that Congress has enacted to protect
the cotton producer, and the wheat pro-
ducer, and the producers of other com-
modities in this country which are
under price support programs,
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If this amendment is adopted, it
means that the State Department—not
the Congress, and not the President—
is going to say whether or not this
protection will be afforded. It means
that the Secrefary of State may have
more to say about the price policies
affecting agriculture, than the Secretary
of Agriculture. I believe that Members
representing districts in this country
whose products have the protection of
section 22 should think rather carefully
before they vote to adopt this amend-
ment which nullifies all of the protection
under section 22 if the Secretary of
State wishes to take such action.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. Did not the gentleman
introduce H. R. 1825 with exactly the
same language in it that is in my amend-
ment?

Mr. HOPE. Yes.

Mr. COOLEY. WHy did the gentle-
man then think that the language was
so good and now it all of a sudden is
so bad?

Mr. HOPE. Well, the gentleman from
Kansas introduced the bill H. R. 1825
as a departmental bill sent up to the
Speaker of the House and transmitted
to the committee,

Mr. COOLEY. Then it is simply in
the nature of a plea of confession and
avoidance, as I mentioned yesterday,

Mr. HOPE. If that is what the gen-
tleman wishes to call it. The Chairman,
as he frequently does, introduced this
bill in order to get the matter before
the committee. Of course, the commit-
tee has not acted on the matter as yet,
and the committee very likely will make
amendments to the measure before it is
acted upon.

Mr. COOLEY. May I ask the gentle-
man one other question? Is it correct
that the Secretary of Agriculture, or the
Bureau of the Budget, the administra-
tion, I will say, would not have approved
H. R. 1825 with the language out?

Mr. HOPE. Well, that is something
that the gentleman from Kansas cannot
answer definitely because he does not
know. He has been told that the bill,
when it left the Department of Agri-
culture and went to the Bureau of the
Budget, did not contain that language,
and he has been told also that the State
Department insisted that the language
go in the bill.

Mr. COOLEY, That was the state-
ment I wanted the gentleman to make,

Mr. HOPE., And that is, as far as I
know, the history of the legislation be-
fore it came to the Speaker of the House.

As far as governmental policy is con-
cerned, I do not think there is any ques-
tion but what there is some conflict be-
tween the reciprocal trade agreement
policy and section 22 policy. It is just
another illustration of the fact that dur-
ing all this period the administration
apparently has not been able to make up
its mind which way it did want to go on
these conflicting matters of domestic and
foreign policy. However; I' submit that
as far as the administration is concerned
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that this section 22 policy, is just as re-
spectable, has had just as much admin-
istration support behind it and is just as
important from the standpoint of carry-
ing out administration pelicy as any
other policy that has been in effect dur-
ing the past 12 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. GRANGER, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kansas be permitted to proceed
for five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Utah?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman from
Kansas has no desire to take up an
undue amount of time on this question
but it seems to him that we might just
as well strike out this section 22 pro-
vision from the bill; in fact, we had
better strike it out if we adept the
Cooley amendment, because when we
do that we put in the hands of the
Secretary of State the power and the
authority to go to Geneva, meet with
representatives of other nations and log-
roll and trade away the protection the
Committee on Agriculture, the Congress,
and the President have tried to set up
for agricultural products during the last
12 years.

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Utah.

Mr..GRANGER. It is not clear in my
mind, but as I understand, when the
agitation was on in the beginning of this
session of Congress to do something about
reciprocal trade agreements, the Presi-
dent directed a letter to the Senate
Committee on Foreign Affairs or some
other committee in the other body stat-
ing that he was for an escape clause
being put in every one of these treaties
that were negotiated where it was shown
that the trade would be disadvantageous
to American agriculture. Is not that
true?

Mr. HOPE. Iunderstand there wasan
agreement between the President or the
Secretary of State, I am not sure which,
and certain Members of the body at the
other end of the Capitol, that agreements
reached at Geneva would contain an
escape clause provision which would pro-
tect American producers of Agricultural
products. But if we pass this legislation
we are repudiating that; we are saying
that as far as Congress is concerned we
are overruling that agreement and that
understanding. ;

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman. yield? .

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. What I should like
to understand is this: If the Cooley
amendment is adopted and hereafter
concessions are granted in respect to the
tariffs on wool, then, the support pro-
gram provided for in this bill being in
effect, would not that involve the pay-
ment of tremendous amounts in subsidies
out of the Federal Treasury?

Mr. HOPE. I am afraid that is what
would happen.
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Mr. HALLECK, In other words, fu-
ture concessions given on wool would
have to be compensated for out of the
Federal Treasury, insofar as the support
program is concerned.

Mr. HOPE. That would no doubt be
true.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. The effect of adopting
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man without the language contained in
my amendment would be to strike out
the reciprocal trade treaties clear across
the board, would it not?

Mr. HOPE. Certainly not.

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman
think our State Department would be
able to negotiate a solemn agreement
with some other nation knowing that
this power was in the possession of the
President of the United States?

Mr. HOPE. We have had section 22
in the law since 1935 and many recipro-
cal trade agreements have been made
during that time. I do not see why the
situation would be any different now.
As to existing agreements I asked the
gentleman a while ago whether he knew
of any existing reciprocal trade agree-
ments which would be interfered with by
the adoption of the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kansas, and the
gentleman said that he did not know of
any. I can say this: I do not know of
any reciprocal trade agreements cover-
ing the importation of raw wool which
would be affected. We have reciprocal
trade agreements with Uruguay and with
Argentina on raw wool, but those agree-
ments cover types of wool that we do not
produce in this country, so this legisla-
tion would not be in conflict with those
trade agreements.

Mr. COOLEY. AsIsay,I donot know
whether or not it would be in conflict
with trade agreements, but I do believe
that the gentleman will agree that the
effect of this language contained in the
gentleman’s amendment will be to make
it difficult for our Stata Department at
this time to negotiate future trade
treaties.

Mr. HOPE. It will undoubtedly make
it difficult to negotiate a trade treaty
lowering the tariff on wool.

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; that is true.

Mr. HOPE. If the gentleman’s amend-
ment is adopted, the Under Secretary of
State, Mr. Clayton, can go back to
Geneva and reduce the tariff on wool
50 percent if he wants to and there is no
way on earth of preventing it. Mr.
Chairman, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina should be
voted down.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last three words,
and ask unanimous consent to proceed
for three additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, no
matter what argument might be made
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Horkel, the fact remains that the adoption
of his amendment, and I am addressing
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myself to the amendment the gentle-
man has offered, will be construed, and,
in fact, will be a direct attack upon the
reciprocal trade legislation that this Con-
gress has passed and which is now on the
statute books.

It will have an effect indirectly upon
every existing agreement in that every
country with which we have an agree-
ment will be sensitive to the adoption of
this amendment and will govern their
actions in the future accordingly. It will
certainly have an effect upon any future
negotiations.

As Under Secretary of State Clayton
said, or the inference might well be drawn
from his letter, it will practically mean
the dissolution and the termination of
the Geneva Conference that is now go-
Ing on.

There are people in this country who
think all we can do is sell to every other
country and not buy anything and that
we are going to prosper by that. Any-
one who thinks that situation can exist
is living in a dream world. We had that
in the 1920’s and it was a contributing
factor to the depression of 1929 to 1933.
We have learned by hard experience that
in order to have prosperity in America
we have to depend upon at least 10 per-
cent of our production and farm prod-
ucts being sold and exported abroad. In
order to have that situation, we must
buy from other countries. There must
be some kind of a balance of trade.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? ;

Mr. McCORMACK. 1 yield.

Mr. BARRETT. Will the gentleman
admit that we have purchased 80 percent
of the wool that we have consumed each
year for the last 5 years from foreign
countries?

Mr. McCORMACK. Not 80 percent. I
will not argue with the gentleman on
that point, but my understanding is that
we produced about 30 percent of the
domestic consumption. I will not quib-
ble with the gentleman over whether
the figure is 70 percent or 80 percent, but
the fact is we do not produce enough
wool in America to meet the domestic
consumption. That is an indisputable
fact.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield to my
friend from Pennsylvania. I thought
you were interested in oil.

Mr. GAVIN. I am interested in oil
and wool, too. Very much so. But in
view of the fact that we do not produce
enough wool, why not get into this stock
pile of some 480,000,000 pounds that we
have here in the United States and use
that up? There is another question I
would like to ask the gentleman while I
am on my feet.

Mr. McCORMACK. All right.
is question No. 1.

Mr. GAVIN. Are we legislating on the
wool industry and for the protection of
the wool growers, or is this debate on
the reciprocal trade treaties? I think we
are getting a little off the beam here.

Mr. McCORMACK. Does the gentle-
man know how he is going to vote on
the bill yet?

Mr. GAVIN. Yes.

That
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Mr. McCORMACK. It is the first time
I have heard the gentleman admit before
the final vote that he knew how he was
going to vote on any bill pending in this
body.

Mr. GAVIN. The gentleman usually
knows how he is going to vote,

Mr. McCORMACK. At least I make
up my mind.

Now, the basic proposition in this bill
is a support price for wool. The pro-
ponents of this bill started out with that
proposition. As I said yesterday, when
it went through the Senate so quickly
and so easily, then avarice came in, and
they conceived of section 4. Now sec-
tion 4, and the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoprE]
is designed for no other purpose than to
have the consumers, the American pub-
lic, pay the subsidy to the wool producers.
That is the new policy of the Republi-
can Party. That is what this bill in-
cludes.

The proponents of this bill started out
with the theory of a support price. The
Senate bill shows that. It would neces-
sarily follow, in order to carry out the
provisions of the Senate bill, that the
subsidy, if any, would have to be paid by
the Government. Somewhere along the
line they said, “We cannot stand for that,
because that conflicts with the $6,000,-
000,000 cut in this body and $4,500,-
000,000 cut in the other body.” They
said, “Oh, we cannot do that.” Then
they conceived section 4 to slip it over
onto the public and to have the public
pay the price. Then, section 4 was too
severe. It encountered too much oppo-
sition, and then they conceived of this
very artful amendment to bring it under
section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act. But they still were in a box.
They had Republican wool growers, and
they had Republicans in the industry.
In the industry they were divided. Those
who purchased domestic wool were for
anything. They would destroy all kinds
of reciprocal trade agreements or any-
thing else to get it through, because
they have been threatened by the wool
producers that if they did not support
the bill they would not sell wool to the
Boston market. I know, because they
have tried to use that argument on me.
I received a letter from a man in Bos-
ton, and I am going to answer him, be-
cause it is the most selfish letter I ever
received, where a man puts his own
pocketbook and his own interest above
the national interest. I name him, He
is in town now. I have not seen him
yet. I hope that one day I shall see him
so I can tell him what I think of his
letter. The Republican Party does not
want to displease the wool industry or
any part of it, because up in Boston—
I will tell my friend the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Horel—I do not have any
political or social connections with fhem,
because they are the backbone of the
Republican Party. They did not want
to offend the wool growers. They did
not want to offend any part of the wool
industry, because they are the backbone
of the Republican Party; and they gave
an escape clause. The escape clause in
this, applicable to no other commodity,

. that no import quotas can be applied.

They are trying to ride two horses. That
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is what is happening. And the public
is made to pay.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc-
Cormack] has expired.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
two additional minutes in view of the fact
that my time was taken up answering
questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. I also advise the
gentleman from Kansas [(Mr. HorE] in
his artful attack on the wool industry
in Boston and the profits that they
made——

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes; I yield.

Mr. HOPE. Does the gentleman deny
the statement that the gentleman from
Kansas made as to the profits of the wool
dealers in Boston and the wool manufac-
turers generally?

Mr. McCORMACEK. I have no knowl-
edge and therefore I cannot deny, but I
will say this much, that in 1946 all cor-
porations made much more than they
did in 1945 or 1944. You must remember
that the excess-profits tax did not apply
to 1946 profits. All corporations, in fact,
and all industries showed greater net
profit in 1946, where they had a net
return, than they did in 1945. That is
my recollection. Then, there is the
carry-over provision. I might also say
that that tax bill was conceived by a
Democratic-controlled Committee on
Ways and Means, and passed by a Demo-
cratic-controlled Congress. There is no
question but what that entered into the
1946 net corporate profits. All business
benefited, and I say that against the art-
ful attack made upon the wool industry
of Boston or elsewhere—and politically
they are Republicans—it is a little
strange that a Democrat must defend
them in their political capacity. I think
the attack upon the wool industry in
Boston was unnecessary because of
profits made in 1946.

Now we have the situation where a
subsidy of some kind is necessary to
carry out the support program. There
is no question about it. The majority
leader admitted it yesterday; admitted
it also today. It is a subsidy, but in-
stead of doing the right thing and pay-
ing the support price, which is the main
purpose of this bill, and have it come out
of the Government where it would cost
less, they are passing this on by this
amendment to the consuming public. It
will pyramid and pyramid until in the
end it will have cost the public two or
three times the amount of the subsidy
that the Government would pay if intel-
lectual honesty were followed in the
enactment- of this bill, and the subsidy
necessary to maintain this support price
is paid by the Government.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex-
pired.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, that we
+ may arrive at an understanding as to a
limitation of time on this amendment, I
ask unanimous consent that all debate
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on this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 45 minutes.

Mr. WHITTINGTON., Mr, Chairman,
reserving the right to object, will not the
gentleman modify his request and make
it apply to this amendment? There
may be other amendments to be con-
sidered.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman from
Kansas intended to limit his request to
the Cooley amendment and amendments
to the Cooley amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Horel asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on the
Cooley amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 45 minutes.

Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr.
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN. May we learn how
the time is to be divided and who is to
be recognized?

The CHAIRMAN,
Members were seeking recognition at the
time the request was agreed to: Messrs.
MvurraYy of Wisconsin, RIzLEY, Mrs.
DougrLas, Messrs. Case of South Dakota,
JENNINGS, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, GRANGER,
PACE, RANKIN, HOFFMAN, CRAWFORD, and
RAYBURN.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr, Chairman, a
further parliamentary inquiry.

The CHATIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN. If I relinquish my
time will it be divided amongst the
others?

The CHAIRMAN. It will.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Then I will not use
my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. AucusT H. ANDRE-
seN] is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, I am sure the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts would not
be making his plea here today if the views
of his Republican wool-selling constit-
uents had not coincided with his own
views on free trade, for some of the in-
dustries in this eountry. I am just won-
dering what his attitude will be when
Mr. Clayton gets to operating on woolen
cloth over at the Geneva Conference,
proposing to reduce the duty on woolen
cloth. Of course, I know some of the
manufacturers up in the Boston area
want free wool and a high duty on the
products that they produce. That is only
natural. I would not even say they were
selfish to ask that because they are try-
ing to protect themselves and their in-
dustry just as the producers of wool are
expected to do here today.

There is not a great deal of wool pro-
duced in my district, but, as I see it,
wool is one of the vital and essential com-
modities in this country. It is produced
in the interest of the general welfare of
the country. If we follow the State De-
partment’s argument and policy the wool
industry in this country will be gradually
liquidated until we will be left at the
mercy of the British wool cartel that con-
trols 85 percent of the wool production
in the world.

Chairman, a

The following -
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Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. CLEVENGER. Would not the ef-
fect of the adoption of this Cooley
amendment be to make the Agriculture
Department a little bobtail on the State
Department dog?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do
not think there would even be any bob
left on the tail if they follow the State
Department’s philosophy.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN.
to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. CHENOWETH. In connection
with this larger question, may I ask
whether or not the State Department or
the Congress of the United States is go-
ing to write the basic legislation in this
country?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I al-
ways thought that the Congress should
write the policy, but having lived
through the experience of 14 years of a
New Deal administration I found that
most of the policies were dictated and
written down in the State Department
or some other agency of the Government,
and if the Congress did not pass a law
according to what they wanted down
there, whatever we did pass here would
be interpreted any way they wanted to.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Then is it not
about time to put an end to that policy
and write language that even they can
understand?

Mr. AUGUST H, ANDRESEN. That
is what we are here for. We are supposed
to write the policies and the officials in
the State Department and in the other
departments are supposed to carry out
the intent of the Congress, because we
are presumed to represent the people.

We had a Mr. Nichols, an economic ad-
viser to Mr, Clayton, before our Commit-
tee on Agriculture. We discussed in par-
ticular the attitute of the State Depart-
ment on the subject of wool and on the
subject of other products produced in
this country. The only thing we could
gain out of Mr. Nichols' argument was
that in connection with small industries
like the wool industry, the pottery indus- _
try or the glassware industry, these
should undergo gradual liquidation on
the theory that in other countries, where
cheap- labor and a low living standard
exists, production would be cheaper.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from North Carolina
should be defeated, and I hope that the
Committee will overwhelmingly approve
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. Hopel.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
GRANGER].

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, this
is simply an amendment that gives the
committee the opportunity to say how
this subsidy, or whatever it is called, is
going to be paid. The question is
whether it is going to be paid by the con-
sumers or by the taxpayers.

It has always been the argument of
my colleagues on this side that they did
not want any subsidy. We want the

I yield
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price of the product paid in the market
place. We have always—I will say most
of us have—opposed a direct subsidy.
Now, that is the question that is before
us today and it is a very simple one, too,
whether or not we want to put some re-
straint on commodities that are going to

 compete directly with wool or whether
we are going to permit wool to come in,
as it now does, for the next 2 years and
let the Federal Treasury pay for it.

Now, it seems to me that our country
has made a great contribution to the
world. I have always voted for things
that have been helpful to our neighbors,
but inasmuch as we have made the con-
tribution we have in American blood and
materials, we certainly cannot be ac-
cused of taking a selfish attitude when
we merely want to get rid of an emer-
gency stock pile of wool, namely, 500,-
000,000 pounds.

Now, that is simply the question that
is before the House, and I think we should
support the committee. I want to say
here for our distinguished chairman, if

there have been any Republican politics -

in this thing so far as he is concerned, I
have not been aware of it, and I have
been working with him very closely. The
wool industry of the United States will
owe the gentleman from Kansas a great
debt of gratitude if he is able to get this
bill passed for them.

Now about the question that has been
raised as to what this might do to the
trade agreements. There is no trade
agreement that will be abrogated or that
is involved in this question. True, it
might have some effect in the future. I
think we might just as well be frank
about this matter and say that the De-
partment of State was actually engaged
in lowering the tariff on wool when this
legislation was brought to the Committee
on Agriculture. There is no question
about that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Utah has expired.

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman my 4 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Utah is recognized for 4 additional
minutes.

Mr. GRANGER. It is true that there
are negotiations on reciprocal trade
agreements. But, where can you trade?
As I told you yesterday, one-third of all
the revenues we get from tariffs comes
from wool. Sure, it is a question that
is vital to Mr. Clayton. I think if there
had not been some stop made to these
negotiations, the wool industry would
have been traded clear out of the picture,
I do not think there is any question
about that, and I assume that is the rea-
son that Mr. Clayton is so exercised over
this problem. Now, we might just as
well be fair and frank about it.

But, I want to say that if there is a
lowering of the tariff, certainly you are
going to destroy this industry. If it is
of as litfle consequence as some people
seem to think it is, go ahead and de-
stroy it, because that is all it will take—
another lowering of the price of our
domestic wool. As has been said here
time and time again, it is a very im-
portant commodity in our economy.
The War Department has said and
still says it is a critical material needed
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for our security. Suppose we kill the
industry entirely. Do not be fooled by
thinking the world is going to come to
our rescue if we need wool in an emer-
gency. When they get control of it we
will be at the mercy of importing coun-
tries, such as the British Empire. We
have been pretty decent with Britain,
it seems to me. For the last 2 years at
least we have given them our whole
domestic market. They have had it in
its entirety. It does not seem to me we
are being selfish or doing anything that
would disturb anybody in this matter
because this is a temporary measure,
primarily for the purpose of disposing
of 500,000,000 pounds of wool that we
have that we cannot sell. These are the
issues.

I say to those people who are such
great followers of the administration:
Through all the dark days of the war
and during our preparation, no one fol-
lowed the administration then more
than I. It is easy to be a great follower
of  the administration when you agree
with what they are trying to do, but it
is a different thing when you disagree
with them just a little. I have not often
disagreed with the administration. I do
not agree with the gentleman from Min-
nesota; I am pretty much of a new
dealer myself, as everybody knows.

Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment
is rejected, and that every other crippling
amendment will be voted down.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr, JENNINGS].

Mr. JENI'INGS. Mr. Chairman, let us
get this argument back on a nonparti-
san basis. I am always partisan in a
nonpartisan way. I am very happy that
this discussion has partaken of that
character. I see favoring this bill my
good friends .he gentleman fror Wyo-
ming, FrANK BARRETT, the gentleman
from Colorado, J. EnGAR CHENOWETH, and
the gentleman from KEansas, CLIFFORD
HorE, and over here are my distinguished
friends the gentleman from Georgia,
STEPHEN PACE, the gentleman from Utah,
WarLter K. GRANGER, and other fine
Americans who happen to be of the Dem-
ocratic persuasion. This is not a Repub-
lican question or a Democratic question,
it is a nonpartisan American effort to
take care of the men and women who are
engaged in the production of wool and
mutton in this country. That is whag
it is.

Let us look at this amendment here
and just see what we are undertaking
to do to the Congress and to the Presi-
dent and to this bill. Here is the Cooley
amendment:

No proclamation under this section shall
be enforced in contravention of any treaty
or other international agreement to which
the United States is or hereafter becomes
a paxty.

That means that we tie the President’s
hands, we nullify this proposed act of
Congress, and we give a blank check of
power to this man Clayton to scuttle
the sheep and wool industry in this
country. What does he say in this letter
in which he challenges the sincerity of
this Congress? He says that the sheep
and wool production in this country re-
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turns less than one-half of 1 percent of
the income of our farmers and growers
of livestock. Then he stresses the great
importance of the international agree-
ment he claims he is about to sponsor.
Just what does he mean? It means that
Mr. Clayton in his thinking is prepared
to finally destroy the growing of sheep
and the production of wool on the farms
and ranches of the United States.
There are fewer sheep in this country
today than there were in 1867. In that
year the population of this country was
40,000,000. Today there are 142,000,000
people in this country. In the past 5
years ocur number of sheep has fallen
from 49,000,000 to 32,000,000. This has
happened because it is no longer profit-
able to raise them.

Will Rogers once said that this coun-
try never lost a war and never won a
conference. Clayton is in a conference.
He wants to make goats out of our sheep
Browers.

Mr. Clayton, from my reading of his
activities in international finance and
trading, has done well for Will Clayton,
but if he has ever done anything for this
country it has escaped the publicity that
has attended this self-aggrandizement
and self-enrichment.

He says we must sacrifice this impor-
tant source of food and clothing for our
people to make the people of Australia,
New Zealand, and South America feel
good toward us. The Australians and
New Zealanders should love us for what
we have done for them. Had it not been
for our sailors, soldiers, marines, and air
forces, they would be Jap provinces
today.

This talk about protection for our wool
industry increasing the cost of clothing
is bunk. There are four pounds of wool
in an average suit of clothing. This
costs the manufacturer less than $2.
The cost of the wool that goes into a
man's suit of clothes, a boy’s suit, or a
woman’s dress is not what increases its
cost. The high price is the result of the
high cost of its manufacture. What
would the price of wool be and what
would lamb chops cost if we were de-
pendent on foreign countries for these
commodities? America, so far as is pos-
sible, must be self-sustaining. And the
craziest thing this Congress could do is
to destroy the growing of sheep and wool
on the farms and ranches of our
country.

Do we wish to give this man. Clayton,
this international trader, this fellow who
challenges the sincerity of this Congress,
the men who represent our people back
home, this unlimited power? It does not
lie in his mouth to challenge the sincerity
of Congress. We have ample grounds
for doubting his. Let us defeat the
Cooley amendment and adopt the Hope
amendment and take care of the Amer-
ican men and women who on farms and
ranches all over this country are grow-
ing sheep and wool. It will be a black
day for the people of our country should
they ever become dependent on any for-
eign country for food and clothing which
can and should be produced on our own
farms and ranches.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr, WHITTINGTON],
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Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I am in sympathy vith the purposes and
objectives of the pending bill. I favor
giving wool and all other agricultural
commodities comparable consideration.
I have high regard for the Committee on
Agriculture, and I know of no man who
has contributed more to agriculture in
the United States than the distinguished
chairman of this committee the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. Hopel. I want
to be sure that we are not putting wool
in a preferred class insofar as this pro-
gram it concerned in the pending bill.

The substitute of the gentleman from
Kansas amends existing law to include
the Wool Act of 1947. That is not as
simple as including wool with the basic
commodities, in existing Jaw. That sub-
stitute includes the terms of this act,
and the terms of this act call for a pro-
gram for 2 years. If section 32 funds
are continued, then programs may be
continted or be made available for cot-
ton, corn, wheat, and other basic
agricultural commodities. But I am
alarmed at the reports that the Subcom-
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations
intends to provide for the fiscal year
1948 that section 32 funds be paid into
the Treasury and not be made available
for support programs. If that is true,
then, while there is other legislation au-
thorizing import quotas and export sub-
sidies, that legislation cannot be invoked
because the basis of the other legisla-
tion is the programs that are author-
ized now only by section 32 funds.

The chairman of the committee said
that he had under consideration H. R.
1825 in his committee to provide for
agricultural programs. I call attention
to the fact that the substitute under
consideration so far as the cotton, corn,
and wheat growers and growers of other
agricultural commodities who are inter-
ested are concerned, covers, and I read
from the substitute:

Under this title, or the Soil Conservation
and Domestic Allotment Act as amended,
or section 32, Public Law 320, Seventy-fourth
Congress, approved August 24, 1935, as
amended.

The word “title” does not cover the
acts of 1938 or 1942.

There is not a word about the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 or the
Stabilization Act of 1942. So I respect-
fully suggest to the chairman and com-
mittee that, while I am in sympathy and
am agreeable to their continuing and
studying the matter of amending sec-
tion 22 in fairness to the corn, wheat,
cotton, and other basic agricultural
commodities, it was an oversight that
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended, and the Stabilization Act of
1942, as amended, are nof included.
Why include section 32 of the act of 1935
or the Soil Conservation and Domestic
Allotment Act, as amended, when the
authority for implementing other pro-
grams authorized by section 32 are the
said acts of 1938 and 1942? T call at-
tention to this significant statement
that in the pending bill under section 3,
certain sections of the act of 1938 are
made available to wool. The failure to
include discriminates against other
products or commodities.
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I submit, therefore, and I urge the
chairman of the committee and the mem-
bers of the committee while T am agree-
able to their prccedure in committee
or conference and while I rely upon them
in the reporting of the bill H. R. 1825,
with amendments, as to commodities and
programs in general, in all fairness in
view of the threat as to the repeal of
section 32 funds or their being paid into
the Treasury, unless you want to place
wool on a preferred basis because under
the terms of this bill if section 32 funds
are not made available wool will still be
provided for but not so with corn, cotton,
wheat, and other basic agricultural com-
modities, these two aects should be in-
serted, which were previously passed by
Congress and for which the Congress
stands. There should be inserted in the
pending substitute these two acts in sub-
stantially the following language, to wit:
“or the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, as amended or the Stabilization
Act of 1942, as amended,” before the
words “or the Wool Act of 1947" in para-
graphs (a) and (b) of the amendment.

I extend to summarize by saying that,
while the distinguished chairman and
other members of the committee have
stated that the pending bill will not take
from corn, wheat, cotton, or other basic
agriculfural commodities any existing
rights or benefits, the pending bill by
amending section 22 to include the Wool
Act of 1947 would give wool a program
if section 32 funds were paid into the
Treasury and not made available for pro-
grams. The pending bill gives to wool a
preferred status for it will not be depend-
ent for the next 2 years on section 32
funds. I suggest to the distinguished
chairman and to the members of the
committee handling the bill that the sub-
stitute should be amended by inserting
before the words “or the Wool Act of
1947" the provisions of H. R. 1825, amend-
ing section 22 (a) and (b) substantially
as set out in said H. R. 1825. Such an
amendment would cover: “the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, or any loan, purchase-price
support, or other program or operation
undertaken by the Department of Agri-
culture or any age.icy operating under
its direction with respect to any agricul-
tural commodity or product thereof.” I
took the matter up with the chairman
during the general debate when his sub-
stitute was proposed and suggested that
it be amended to provide for other pro-
grams than wool. He responded that he
did not want to open up purchase-price
support or other programs or operations
in connection with the pending bill, as
wool was entitled to relief, but he stated
that he was in sympathy with the definite
provisions for other programs and that
his commitiee would either report H. R.
1825, as amended, or a similar bill to
provide for other support programs.

The question involves not only giving
wool comparable treatment to corn,
wheat, and cotton but unless elarified, in
the event section 32 funds are not avail-
able for such other ecrops, it involves a
preferred status for wool. Neither the
committee nor the advocates of the pend-
ing bill ask for a preferred status. They
want. wool, cotton, corn, and other basic
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agricultural commodities to have similar
and comparable programs.

I respectfully suggest to the chairman
that he offer, after conferring as I have
with a number of members of the com-
mittee, an amendment to his substitute,
as follows: In paragraphs (a) and (b)
of his substitute, before the words “or
Wool Act of 1947”, insert a comma and
the following: “or the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, or the
Stabilization Act of 1942, as amended.”
This will not provoke any controversy.
This will not be going into other pro-
grams. It is a matter of clarification.
If the Wool Act of 1947 is to be included,
surely the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, and the Stabiliza-
tion Act of 1942, as amended, should be
embraced. If it is necessary to embrace
the Wool Act in the substitute, it is nec-
essary to embrace the said two acis in
the substitute so that if section 32 funds
are not made available, support programs
can be inaugurated so that export quotas,
or for that matter export subsidies, may
be maintained by the Commodity Credit
Corporation. If my suggestions are not
included by way of amendment to the
substitute, I urge the committee, in con-
ference, to give further consideration, as
a matter of clarification, to including at
least by way of amendment the language
that I have suggested which is substan-
tially the language of H. R. 1825, or to
include the said two acts of 1938 and
1942. This will be possible under the
rules of the House, as the substitute will
be involved in conference and any clari-
fication or modification of the substitute
could be made under the rules, I am
content to rely upon the chairman and
his committee and the members of the
conference, for wheat, corn, and other
basic agricultural commodities are as vi-
tally interested as cotton. I know the
committee, as stated by the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Pace] in my colloquy
with him yesterday, is of the opinion
that the purpose of the substitute is to
place wool in the same, but in no better,
category than cotton. If the Subcom-
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations is
successful in requiring section 32 funds
to be paid into the Treasury, there will
be no support program for any com-
modity, without a modification of the
amendment as I have suggested, except
wool, and I make this statement after
having given careful consideration to the
legal questions involved in amending ex-
isting legislation, and in passing the
pending bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California [Mrs. DoucLas] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mrs. DOUGLAS. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposite to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Hore]l and in support of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from WNorth
Carolina [Mr., CooLEY].

We ought to help the wool growers, I
feel that the bill that came from the
Senate, S. 814, does just that. In giv-
ing help to the wool growers, in meeting
the emergency with which we find our-
selves confronted at the moment, in that
we have a stock pile of wool, we should
be very careful that we do not frame
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our help to the wool growers in such a
way that it will jeopardize the efforts
which we are now making to establish
an International Trade Organization.

We know fthat we cannot have a stable
and lasting peace in the world that is
based only on political cooperation. It
also must be based on economic coopera-
tion. The main factor in economic co-
operation is trade. In the last session of
this Congress we voted to join the world
bank and the monetary fund. Neither
the world bank nor the monetary fund
has yet been able to operate fully. They
will not be able to operate fully until
world trade is again healthy and mov-
ing in an orderly and equitable fashion.
Our country has taken leadership in the
establishment of orderly and equitable
world trade regulations. At this mo-
ment in Geneva we are meeting with 17
other nations to establish an Interna-
tional Trade Organization.

Why is wool so important in the nego-
tiation? Because some of our best cus-
tomers have nothing to sell us but, wool.
It is important for the healthy trade
relations of this country that they do
s0. As a result of stock piling in the war
we have an excess of wool at the moment,
but this is a temporary condition. Ordi-
narily we must import two-thirds of the
wool we need. Surely, we will not let
this temporary condition blind us and
wreck the Geneva Conference.

Although wool amounts to but one-
half of 1 percent of the farm income in
this country, the imports into this coun-
try from Australia, New Zealand, and
South Africa are primarily imports of
wool,

‘Wool makes up more than 95 percent
of the dutiable imports into the United
States from Australia. About 40 per-
cent of our imports from New Zealand
and 37 percent from South Africa are
wool.

Unless these countries can get dollar
balances by selling us wool, they cannot
buy from us automobiles, refrigerators,
and the products which we wish to ex-
port. We know that after the Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act was passed, imports
into this country fell off and in direct
relation our exports went down, and our
national income went down, too.

The United Kingdom and the Domin-
ions are tied together by a system of
tariff preferences. It is to the advan-
tage of this country to try to reduce em-
pire preferences. If Australia, New Zea-
land, and South Africa are unable to
carry on trade with us, then Great Brit-
ain cannot makr the same arrangements
with us which she would otherwise make.
The United Kingdom cannot reduce or
abolish its preferences unless the Domin-
ions agree.

British Empire countries normally buy
about 40 percent of total United States
exports. And the United Kingdom alone
normally buys 33 percent of the United
States exports of farm products.

Without American dollars obtained by
selling their wool in this country, the
British Dominions cannot buy and pay
for American agricultural and industrial
products.

What we really have here are two bills.
One bill to aid the wool growers and an
amendment offered by the gentleman
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from Kansas which is the beginning of
the Republican attack upon the trade-
agreements program.

There is supposed to be bipartisan sup-
port of our foreign policy. Trade agree-
ments are basic to the economic peace of
the world. If the Republicans propose
again to lead the country back into eco-
nomic isolation, they should bring a bill
to the floor that clearly states this pur-
pose.

We ought to help the wool growers.
We ought to help them by a direct sub-
sidy and not by erecting tariff barriers
that will again isolate us economically
in the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from California has ex-
pired.

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
MurraY] is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, not being a lawyer, I would
just like to address myself to about half
of the Members of this House. I wish
to ask them two questions: I would like
to ask whether this world joint organiza-
tion we have heard about that controls
85 percent of the wool of the world could
set up shop in the United States and not
be subjected to the provisions of the
Sherman Antitrust Act?

Now, if there is a lawyer on either side
who feels qualified to answer that ques-
tion I yield for him to do so. I would
like to have any lawyer in the House
answer that question. [Pause.]

I have given everyone plenty of time
to answer the question but I have heard
no answer., In other words I think the
Members agree with me that the mere
fact they do not answer indicates that
any group that controls 85 percent of
any commodity makes them automatical-
ly a monopoly or cartel and they would
not dare operate within the confines of
the United States of America without be-
ing subject to the provisions of the Sher-
man Antifrust Act.

My next question then is this: I would
like to know how in the name of common
sense Mr. Clayton or any other American
citizen has any business to be going over
to Geneva and conniving with a foreign
monopoly that does not dare set up shop
in the United States of America. Will
you answer that question?

Now for many years we have heard
much about this bad Smoot-Hawley tariff
bill, so bad it caused the ladies to blush
and the children to break out in a heavy
rash, but I have noticed that under the
New Deal they have implemented the
Smoot-Hawley set, if you please, time
and time again by putting embargoes in
operation. When it pleased the New
Deal to erect embargoes they have done
50. The New Deal paid export subsidies
when it suited them to pay export sub-
sidies. They are paying an export subsi-
dy this very hour. What other adminis-
tration ever indulged in an export sub-
sidy? The time has arrived when the
New Deal and their brand of eciprocal
trade treaties have been demonstrated
as being, if you please, honeycombed
with deceit and dripping with deception.
The American people know the facts and
they are entitled to know that while the
New Dealers talk about good-neighbor
policy and reciprocity they have in fact
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erected more trade barriers than any ad-
ministration in the history of our coun-
try. The New Deal has continually de-
ceived the League of Women Voters and
women’s clubs with their false and fake
propaganda. While they werc talking
about good neighbors they were erecting
embargoes. While they were talking
about reciprocity they were erecting sec-
tional trade barriers.

If anyone wishes to defend the New
Deal brand of reciprocity allow me to ask
him to defend and justify the following:
How can you defend a law maintaining
the 42-cent duty on ‘wheat as provided
by the Smoot-Hawley Act and then turn
around and implement this duty by an
embargo? How can you defend the em-
bargo placed upon the export of tobacco
seed? How can you defend the export
subsidies indulged in by the New Deal?
These trade barriers, I repeat, have never
before been erected in the history of our
country. Then to think we have to listen
to the deceitful talk and propaganda
about the New Deal reciproeity program.

How in the name of coramon sense can
the administration shed crocodile tears
about a good-neighbor policy when it
passes a bill, as I mentioned before, which
prohibits the exportation of tobacco seed
from this country and have the ef-
frontery, the nerve, to pass such a bill
when the Secretary of Agriculture’s office
states in black and white that it was done
so that China and other countries can-
not grow tobacco in competition with
American tobacco. Is this your idea of
reciprocity?

They are shadow boxing; they are and
have been two-timing the American
people. But the time has come when
this administration, as all administra-
tions, must answer for their sins. The
sun is shining through the clouds now
and the American people are finding out
that they have been deceived. The
American people have found out that the
administration’s propaganda about the _
New Deal brand of reciprocal trade
treaties is not in keeping with the facts.

No living person can defend and
justify the New Deal domestic and
foreign agricultural program and anyone
that knows what has taken place will
even try to defend or justify it.

The American farmer has been used as
the trading stock so that monopolies and
big automobile corporations can amass
greater profits.

The American wool grower today
should not be sacrificed on the altar of
a foreign agricultural policy that will
ruin his business. The American farmer
wants to electrify the other 50 percent of
the farms of our land. He wants the
other 90 percent of the farms to have
the bathtubs and running water that are
now available in the average city home.
He wants only comparable equality with
other groups, and he can rightly be tired
of the do-gooders with their patent
leather shoes and striped pants. Ameri-
can youth want a “piece’” of America and
they want equal opportunities with the
other groups of our society. They are
rightly deserving of no less.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin has expired.

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Pacel is recognized for 4 minutes.
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Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, 14 years
and 10 days ago section 22 was enacted
into law. It was enacted upon the rec-
ommendation of a report submitted by
the late President Roosevelt. It has
been on the statute books from then
until now. It was a part of the original
Agricultural Adjustment Act. It is a
farm section and was intended to help
the farmers.

I hope the amendment submitted by
the distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina will not be approved, for the
simple reason that in my judgment it
will in effect repeal section 22. The gen-
tleman’s amendment provides that no
action, no proclamation can be issued
under that section without the prior ap-
proval of the Secretary of State or the
Department of State. Inasmuch as Mr.
Clayton, the Under Secretary of State, is
in charge of the foreign economic affairs
of our Government, that means, and can
only mean, that it would place Mr. Clay-
ton to a considerable extent in charge of
the farm program of this Nation. The
farm program should be in charge of the
Secretary of Agriculture, but when you
enact an amendment saying no action
can be taken upon section 22 relating to
farm programs without the prior ap-
proval of Mr. Clayton, in effect we have
placed the farm programs in this coun-
try, to an extent at least, in charge of
Mr, Clayton. If that is not true I do not
know the purpose of his amendment.
As I read to you yesterday, and I shall
read again, the following line which is a
part of section 22. It is subsection (d)
of section 22:

Any decision of the President as to facts
under this section shall be final.

Therefore unless it is an effort to put
the Jnder Secretary of State in charge of
the farm program I can see no reason for
the amendment of the gentleman from
North Carolina, because as the law fs
today before any import fee may be put
on any agricultural commodity, it must
in the first instance have the approval of
the President of the United States and I
assume that there is sufficient collabora-
tion between the President of the United
States and his Under Secretary of State
to have a uniform program as to interna-
tional negotiations.

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons I
must earnestly urge that the amend-
ment submitted by the gentleman front
North Carolina be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. Casgl.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I wish to supplement what
the gentleman from Georgia said and
carry the thought just a little bit fur-
ther. The Hope amendment proposes to
amend section 22 principally by the in-
sertion of references to the Wool Act of
1947. Along comes the Cooley amend-
ment which does not propose to limit
itself to the Wool Act of 1947, but with re-
spect to everything covered by section 22
says that no proclamation under this
section shall be enforced in contraven-
tion of any treaty or any international
agreement that the United States is or
may hereafter become a party to.

All that the Hope amendment does is
to say that the protection afforded by
section 22 for other agricultural com-
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modities will be extended to wool. The
Cooley amendment says that in all its
ramifications section 22 shall become
subordinate to any treaty or other inter-
national agreement. Do you want to
establish that principle? Do you want
to do that on the brief debate this
amendment has had?

I submit to the members of the com-
mittee that the Cooley proposal to sub-
ject all commodity programs to the terms
of unknown treaties and agreements
raises a very far-reaching question. I
see the gentleman from Mississippi pres-
ent, who was worried about what might
happen in the agricultural appropriation
bill with respect to section 22 funds. He
should have been much more concerned
with what the Cooley amendment will
do to all programs that come under sec-
tion 22 if that section becomes subordi-
nate to any ftreaty or international
agreement. The all-inclusive character
of the Coaley amendment is enough to
defeat it.

Aiter all, this matter before us is not
as complicated as it might sound.

First of all the issue is as to whether
or not you want to handle the situation
by taking money out of the Federal
Treasury. The amendment offered by
the gentleman from Kansas seeks to let
wool stand on its own bottom. Of
course, it was one of the favorite meth-
ods of the New Deal to take money out
of the Treasury. If you think that wool
should stand on its own bottom and that
you should not fry to handle the situa-
tion with a check drawn on an over-
worked Federal Treasury, you ought to
be in favor of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Kansas.

The second question is the relationship
of the proposal to trade.

The gentlewoman from California and
many others talk about the inability of
this country to have export trade unless
we also have import trade. That is true,
of course. Trade is a two-way street.
But that is also true here in the United
States of America. The wool growers
who, by the statement and testimony of
the Tariff Commission, Jost over $1 a
head per year for the last 2 years on
sheep, also will lose their ability to buy
automobiles and refrigerators and Bos-
ton-made shoes and other things unless
they can have a fair return on their
product.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I yield
to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. HILL. Right along that line, I
have one county in my district in which
we, a few years ago, checked on the pos-
sibilities of selling trucks, and there were
more possibilities to sell trucks in Weld
County, Colo., than in half a dozen coun-
tries in South America that year.

Mr., CASE of South Dakota. The gen-
tleman’s observation is very much in
point. The best market for the Ameri-
can manufacturer is the home market of
the American farmer. Why destroy it?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Dakota has ex-
pired.

The Chairman recognizes the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD].

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, 1
wish to subsecribe to the statement made
by the distinguished chairman of the
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committee the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr, Hopel, and by the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Pacel, a member of the
committee.

Certainly, I am against the Cooley
amendment. There served in this body
for a number of years a great American,
recognized so by the people of the coun-
try as well as the people in the other
parts of the world. He served in the
other body for a number of years with
a distinguished career. He served as
Secretary of State for a number of years,
and I refer to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, Mr. Cordell Hull. For years he
advocated to the people of this country
that his reciprocal trade-agreement
program was the big factor operating
in the world to prevent wars between
the nations. It did not prevent World
War II, and so far as I have been able
to find out it did not have the least in-
fluence whatsoever in preventing that
war. The war moved on just as if there
had never been a reciprocal trade-
agreement program. The reciprocal
trade-agreement program of the State
Department, sponsored by Mr. Cordell
Hull, has never saved the economy of
any nation as evidenced by the fact that
practically every nation on earth of any
consequence at all sits on our doorstep
24 hours a day begging for our substance
in the form of raw materials, manufac-
tured goods, dollar exchange, moral sup-
port, military and naval defense and
every other thing the American people
can provide for the nationals of the
other countries of the world. So when
it comes to the cold-blooded question
as to whether or not I shall support a
reciprocal trade-agreement program as
such, or support the agricultural work-
ers and the manufacturers’ pay rollees
of this country, I do not have to debate
as to whom I shall support. I will take
care of our own people first in prefer-
ence to any reciprocal trade-agreement
program that has ever been advocated by
the State Department of this great
country of ours.

Now we are right up against this
proposition. Our heads are right vp
against the snubbing post. This is the
first round, on wool. You are going to
face it on sugar., The day may come
when you face it on peanuts, for in-
stance; that has about six or seven dol-
lars’ duty per 100 pounds. The day may
come when you face it on cotton, if you
please. The day may come when you
face it on livestock on the hoof, on vege-
tables, and on fruits, and you might just
as well make your decision today wheth-
er or not you are going to follow Mr.
Clayton and the reciprocal trade-agree-
ment program as against the interest of
the workers here in the United States,
or whether or not you are going to pro-
tect these workers and protect America,
protect industry so that it can continue
to feed and clothe and shelter and de-
fend and finance the balance of the
countries of the world as you did under
the $8,000,000,000 you have already
poured into their sinkhole since VJ-
day; the $4,500,000,000 which are imme-
diately available to them and the $12,-
375,000,000 which will be potentially
available just as soon as your interna-
tional fund for the stabilization of cur-
rencies and the international credit
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bank gets well under operation, If the
rest of the world is to receive all this
support, you had better protect the eco-
nomic interest of the people of the Unit-
ed States first so they will be in position
to carry on. If this market is to be
given to other countries, on what basis
do you think American industry can
prosper?

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the rentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] to the substitute
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. HopEl.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be again reported. :

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk again reported the Cooley
amendment.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. CooLEY) there
were—ayes 27, noes 102.

So the amendment to the substitute
amendment was rejected.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I move vo strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, at the risk of repeating,
and because of the limitation of time,
the chairman of the committee had no
opportunity to respond to the statement
I made a few minutes ago, I should like
to say at this time that it strikes me that
inserting in the bill the language “Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, and the Stabilization Act of
1942, as amended,” would strengthen the
bill. I want to be perfectly fair and
candid. I stated to the chairman dur-
ing the course of the general debate that
I thought the language of the bili H, R.
1825 he introduced at the request of the
Secretary embraced other programs, and
I suggested that the language amend-
ing section 22 (a) and (b) might be in-
cluded here in connection with the Wool
Act of 1947 in his substitute. The gen-
tleman stated that he did not want to
open up this bill to other programs be-
cause wool was entitled to relief, and I
agreed, because he said that matter in
H. R. 1825 was going to be considered by
the committee later on. But I now make
this statement to the gentleman: In
view of the threat that section 32 funds
may not be made available for the fiscal
year 1948, T have made inquiry and I am
advised by competent legal authority,
happening to be a lawyer myself, and
this is my view, that while export sub-
sidies and export quotas are authorized
by other acts, in fact they cannot be in-
voked until first of all there is a program.

I am further advised that if section 32
funds are not available no program can
be invoked or inaugurated by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture and, therefore, there
would be no export quota or export sub-
sidies for cotton, corn, or wheat, and
similar commodities.

I make the statement now that favor-
ing as I do relief for wool inasmuch as
there is put forward in this bill the sub-
stitute that you have proposed, the Wool
Act of 1947, that that language gives
wool a preferred status for 2 years, and
even if section 32 funds are not available

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

wool will still be entitled to a program
whereas cotton, corn, and wheat will not
have a program unless section 32 funds
are available.

Mr. HOPE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I will be glad to
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOPE, Of course, as the gentle-
man has stated, this legislation, so far as
wool is concerned, is temporary. We
are including wool under the provisions
of section 22 during the existence of the
Wool Act of 1947, which will expire on
December 31, 1948. The bill if it be-
comes a law does not take anything
away from cotton, wheat, or any other
commodity but leaves them just the way
they are.

I am in agreement with the views the
gentleman has expressed as to the neces-
sity for reconsidering the question of
including some amendments such as
the gentleman has suggested in section
22 legislation. I feel that the need for
that consideration is imperative, and I
can assure the gentleman that I will
bring the matter to the attention of the
Committe on Agriculture at a very early
date. I hope at that time we can work
out something along the lines of the
gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. 1 appreciate
that, but the fact remains that in the
meantime if section 32 funds are with-
drawn while nothing has been taken
away until that is done, if they are
taken away something will be done to
cotton, to corn, and to wheat that is not
being done to wool because we have put
wool beyond section 32 in the pending

bill,

I submit to the gentleman, and I re-
spectfully suggest if the bill passes the
House and it goes over to the other body
that the gentlemen should very care-
fully look into the matter in conference
as to the acts of 1938 and 1942 for what-
ever my views may be worth so that cot-
ton, corn, wheat, and other basic agri-
cultural commodities will at least have
the same status that wool has under the
terms of this bill.

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I am glad to
yvield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. PACE., The point that the gen-
tleman makes is that if section 32 funds
are entirely withdrawn, all other com-
modities will in the future be in the po-
sition that wool has been in the past.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Exactly so.
This language gives wool a preferred
status for 2 years. In the interest of
other agricultural commodities, frankly
I cannot see why these two acts cannot
be inserted as I have suggested.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
two additional minutes in order to yield
to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
Horel.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. 1 yield,
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Mr. HOPE. So. far as I am personally
concerned, I think his amendment is
sound and one thatl should be adopted,
but I do not think this is the proper
place to do it. I do not think we can
consider it at this particular time. I
would like to give more consideration to
it. I give the gentleman all the assur-
ance that I possibly can that it will be
brought to the attention of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and will be carefully
considered.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. As well as in
the conference on this bill if necessary?

Mr. HOPE. Yes; if it is in order in
the conference meetings.

Mr., WHITTINGTON. Of course, the
gentleman is interested in protecting
cotton, wheat, and other agricultural
products. An amendment to your sub-
stitute to effectuate and clarify your sub-
stitute would be in order in conference.

Mr. HOPE. I say to the gentleman,
that we are just as much interested in
this provision in the wheat country as
you are in the cotton country because
we are probably going to have trouble
with wheat before we are going to have
trouble with cotton.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Exactly so, and
for that reason I submit the matter to
your judgment as a friend, not only of
cotton, but of wheat, corn, and other
basic agricultural commodities, and I
respectfully suggest that before this
legislation is passed the language ought
to be clarified so as to at least put other
products on a parity with wool.

Mr. HOPE. 1 give the gentleman
from Mississippi every possible assur-
ance that that will be done.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. 1Ishall go along
with the gentleman, and I am not going
to introduce the suggested language or
acts as an amendment at this time. I
rely upon him and his committee to pro-
tect the growers of other basic agricul-
tural commodities, in the committee and
in conference.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr., Horel for the com-
mittee amendment.

The substitute was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment as amended
by the substitute.

The committee amendment as amend-

-ed was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

8ec. 5. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion may, until December 31, 1948, dispose
of wool owned by it without regard to any
restriction imposed upon it by law.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the committee amendment,
The committee amendment was agreed

to.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr., Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, in the action taken by
the committee this afternoon on the
Cooley amendment and the Hope amend-
ment, there was considerable debate. I
think every Member who listened to the
debate was well aware of the fact that
if the Cooley amendment was defeated
it would mean practically the defeat of
the policy of international cooperation
with respect to expanding the foreign
trade of the United States. The action
taken this afternoon was taken under
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the leadership and the specific direction
of the leaders of the Republican ma-
jority in the House.

Mr. Chairman, I say that is absolutely
contrary to all pronouncements that have
heretofore been made by the Republican
leaders in the country, because they said
they favored international trade co-
operation. They said they wanted only
to cut tariffs by reciprocal agreements.
That is the policy as announced by the
Republicans when they went before the
countiry in their platform of 1944. So I
want the country to know, Mr. Chairman,
that this action this afternoon was a
backhanded action in crippling the policy
of this country that will affect for years
to come the domestic economy of this
country and tFe economy of the entire
world.

Mr. Chairman, the committee that has
jurisdiction of the subject of tariffs and
reciprocal trade agreements is the Com-~
mittee on Ways and Means of this House.
That committee has held hearings for
more than 2 months on this subject, but
no member of the committee made any
motion or offered any resolution in the
committee whereby the reciprocal trade
agreement program was to be destroyed.
Why did they not offer that? Because
they did not want to go before the coun-
try and say, “We are going to kill this
program.” Because their pronounce-
ments have always been that they are in
favor of expansion of foreign trade. The
committee that has had jurisdiction has
been afraid to tackle it. Then they come
around through the back door of the
Committee on Agriculture and cut the
heart out of that program, and against
the advice of the Secretary of State and
the Secretary of Commerce, when we are
sitting around the table at Geneva trying
to expand our frade and make honest bi-
lateral agreements so that this country
can go forward not only with economic
expansien but also with political co-
operation with all the countries of the
world. Everybody knows that it helps
toward permanent peace to have more
trade. I charge the responsible leader-
ship of this House this afternoon with
destroying one of the fundamental poli-
cies that both parties have agreed upon
and have sold the American public on
during the last campaign, during the
campaign of 1944. It shows that Repub-
licans only gave lip-service to that policy.

Mr, Chairman, I want the leaders of
the Republican Party, when they make
up their platform for the 1948 campaign
to keep in mind what happened this af-
ternoon and not write some weasel-
worded lip service to the policy of inter-
national trade and the policy of interna-
tional cooperation. Will they proclaim
to the country, as they did in their 1944
campaign, that the only way they want
tariffis made or the reciprocal trade
agreements program altered is by agree-
ment, bilateral agreements, bilateral re-
ciprocal agreements?

Mr. Chairman, this is going to be an
issue of the 1948 campaign if this meas-
ure is passed by the House this afternoon
and becomes law. It will have a tremen-
dous effect on the economy of the
country.

Mr, MASON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield. I know
the gentleman from Illinois does not fa-
vor the reciprocal trade agreements pro-
gram, and he has been very sincere in his
opposition to it.

Mr. MASON. I agree fully with the
gentleman, He is right when he says
this will be one of the main issues in the
1948 campaign.

PROGRAM FOR WEEK OF MAY 26

Mr. HALLECK. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the pro forma amend-
ment and do so for the purpose of an-
nouncing the program for 'next week, I
am announcing it at this time, because a
large part of the membership is here,
whereas if I waited until after the vote
on the bill there .aight not be so many
Members present.

Monday, we will have consideration of
matters from the District Committee,
and after that we will begin debate on
the Agriculture appropriation bill

Tuesday, consideration of the Agricul-
ture appropriation bill.

Wednesday, continuation of the Agri-
culture appropriation bill if not disposed
of on Tuesday.

_Thursday we expect to call up House
Resolution 178, providing for investi-
gation by the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service; and House Reso-
lution 166 providing for an investigation
by the Committee on Agriculture in the
matter of surplus potatoes; and in addi-
tion any rules that may be in order next
week upon determination with the mi-
nority leader.

Friday, of course, is Memorial Day, and
we shall have no session that day, it
being expected that we will adjourn
from Thursday over until the following
Monday.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection,

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I recall vividly the emotional ap-
peals by the proponents of free trade
made in urging the adoption of the Trade
Agreement Act. Nothing was said by
the free-trade advocates in urging the
adoption of the act that their real and
only objective was eventually to reduce
all tariff rates to a minimum. The cry
that went out to the country was that
only by means of trade agreements could
exports be increased and world peace be
assured. This appeal to the large ex-
porters and to the anxious fathers and
mothers caused many to yield to this
bureaucratic deception, and thus support
the free-trade and peace proposal. The
tragic consequences of this false propa-
ganda presents one of the most ghastly
holocausts in our history—Pearl Harbor.
The subsequent war in the Pacific can be
truthfully charged to the attempt of the
State Department to build up exports
in an effort to justify their promise
that the trade-agreement legislation, if
adopted, would increase exports. When
the State Department failed to increase
exports under- the act it turned in des-
peration to the possibility of building up
exports by encouraging the export of war
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materials to Japan and Germany. This
did not make for the promised peace,
but it did prepare Japan and Germany
to use these exports against our fighting
forces, Thus the program of the trade-
agreement advocates left a trail of blood
and sorrow across this land. The char-
acter of the exports speak for themselves,
and the consequences that followed are
known in almost every home in this great
land of ours. I insert a list of some of
the exports that were to build up a rec-
ord for the State Department in an at-
tempted effort to justify the promises
made to large groups in return for their
support of the trade-agreement program.

During the period from 1937 to 1240
there was exported to Japan from this
country, 8,000,000 tons of scrap iron, steel,
and steel scrap, and also thousands of
tons of other essential war materials.
These annual shipments of war materials
to Japan weré so large and of such a
variety and character that they could
have been intended for no other purpose
but conversion into a formidable war
machine to be used on land, and sea, and
in the air.

The very year—1937—that Japan
opened war on China our exports of scrap
iron and steel amounted to 2,081,037 tons,
or enough material to build 20 battleships
of 45,000 tons each, 200 submarines of
2,400 tons each, 10 aircraft carriers at
30,000 tons each, and 26 cruisers at
15,000 tons each. If Japan is not fully
armed for a long war, it is not for lack
of steel and other products that go into
battleships, submarines, cruisers, and
airplanes, because the materials were
abundantly supplied by the United
States.

We have mentioned the amount ex-
ported to Japan in 1937, and what its
conversion meant in building up her
fighting machine. But let us see what
happened in the year 1938. There was
exported from this country to Japan in
1938 a tonnage of scrap iron and steel
amounting to 1,365,721 tons, and 97,713
tons of steel ingots, blooms, and so forth.
It required a larger tonnage of war ma-
terial in 1939 to appease Japan, for there
was exported from the United States to
Japan that year 2,035,000 tons of scrap
iron and steel, and also 144,000 tons of
steel ingots and blooms.

The shipments were less in 1940, but
only because our supply of scrap iron
was being depleted. Yet, as the result
of the extraordinary effort made by
American junk dealers, there was ship-
ped to Japan during 1940 scrap iron and
steel amounting to 963,000 tons, and in
addition to this some 285,000 tons of
steel ingots and blooms.

While this export program toward
Japan exhausted our supply of material
with which to make steel for our own
defense, it armed her to strike her
dastardly blow at Pearl Harbor. The
shortage of scrap iron in the United
States became so critical that the State
Department came before the Ways and
Means Committee with .« bill to remove
the duty on scrap iron imported into this
country. It seems that we have had to
send junkmen to Central and South
America and to the islands in the Carib-
bean to buy scrap iron to replace the
scrap iron and steel we shipped to Japan,
and the removal of the import duty was
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requested to reduce the cost to the Gov-
ernment of these foreign purchases of
scrap iron. The scrap iron and steel
that was shipped from the United States
to Japan in 1940 would have been suffi-
cient to build 520 United States sub-
marines of 2,400 tons each, a fleet that
would have given us control of the
Atlantic Ocean.

Thus the policy of appeasement em-
ployed by this administration, has proved
to be ghastly in its consequences; for it
has enabled Japan to prepare herself to
strike her treacherous and deadly blow
at Pearl Harbor. It has enabled her to
butcher our forces in Midway, Bataan,
and Corregidor, and to sink our ships.

More than this, the policy did not
stop with furnishing “apan with the ma-
terial to build her navy, her air force,
and her tanks. There was also exported
to Japan from the United States during
the year 1937 aircraft and parts valued
at $2,483,946; and the next year, 1938,
we exported to Japan aircraft and parts
valued at $11,062,777; in 1939 aircraft
and parts valued at $3,306,000; and in
1940 aircraft and parts valued at
$933,004.

During these same years we also ex-
ported to Japan petroleum valued at
$219,856,062, with which to operate her
war machine. It is interesting to note
that of this vast shipment of petroleum
555,456 barrels of it was aviation gaso-
line, which was supplied in 1939. The
next year, 1940, we shipped to Japan
776,499 barrels of high-grade aviation
gasoline. The extent to which the ap-
peasers went in arming Japan, in viola-
tion of public sentiment and of congres-
sional protest, is disclosed by the official
figures relating to the shipment of cot-
tion, aviation gasoline, iron and steel
serap, steel ingots, blooms, tin plate, tin
scrap, refined copper, scrap copper, mo-
tortrucks, aircraft and parts, ammuni-
fion, and machine tools.

The time came when our own country
was so short of war material, especially
steel scrap, that the State Department
came before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee urging a reduction in tariff rates
in order to import scrap iron from the
Caribbean islands, Central America, and
South America to make up for the 8,000,-
000 tons of serap iron shortage caused by
exports of this essential war material to
Japan.

One contribution, if not the greatest
contribution in a material way to our
national security, is our protected mar-
ket. It has been responsible for estab-
lishing the most efficient industrial sys-
tem in the world. Furthermore, our
tariff system has lifted our standard of
living, created opportunities for the men
and women in every walk of life, and
provided other manifold blessings which
makes this land of America the envy as
well as the hop: of the downtrodden mil-
lions of other countries. There are not
enough ships on the globe to convey the
persons who would, if they could, come
to this country, where under protection
they could rise from serfdom fo the
stature of free men and women.

This is no time to permit a group of
bureaucrats from the State Department
to enter into secret agreements secretly
arrived at to barter away the security of
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our free-enterprise system. I do not be-
lieve in delegating the power of life and
death over any segment of our economy
to a group of free-trade bureaucrats.
To do so is to betray industry, agricul-
ture, and labor, The fact that S. 814,
an act to provide support for wool in
order to save an agricultural industry
essential to our economy and our na-
tional security from destruction by
threatened imports of foreign wool is fair
notice of the danger which the future
holds for the farmers, unless they are
protected. Why this hysteria on the
part of Secretary Willlam Clayton be-
cause Congress is taking action to save
an industry from ruin? Is he here to
protect Great Britain in her effort to
ship wool into our market, when our
market is already glutted with 400,000,-
000 pounds of wool? For whom is Secre-
tary Clayton speaking, surely not for this
country when he opposes Congress in its
endeavor to save our own agricultural
economy.

I shall at this point quote a statement
made by Mr. Clayton about a month ago
in Geneva. It is difficult to reconcile some
of the statements attributed to him on
the floor today with these two statements
from the newspapers:

QUOTE 1

It is already clear that the Geneva meeting
is going to produce, from the standpoint of
the American delegates and the American
people, several delicate problems. One of
these involves the granting of tariff conces-
sions immediately by this country in return
for promises on the part of other signatorles
of future concessions. The United States, as
it happens, is the only major industrial na-
tion that is currently exporting more than it
imports. Most nations consider themselves
too weak to give up their trade restrictions at
the present time. American econcessions
would take the form of early reductions in
tarifis on imported agricultural and manu-
factured goods. Other countries, in return,
would be expected to agree to lower their
own trade harriers correspondingly as soon
as thelr external trade reached something
approximating a state of balance. (Source:
New York Times, May 19, 1947, the Geneva
Trade Conference.)

QUOTE NI

It is not the fault of our customs barriers
if our imports only represent half of our ex-
ports. It is because foreign producers are
not yet up to 1ncreaslng their deliveries.
(Source: Journal de Geneve, Switzerland,
April 18, 1947.)

I do not propose to turn against the
farmers, who in cultivating the soil, have
struggled against the tide of the unwise
free trade policy pursued by the political
group fighting for the trade agreement
program by which they hope to achieve
their low-tariff objective. I believe in
supporting by proper legislation, the liv-
ing standards that have lifted us above
the world level.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my own remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Utah?

There was no objection.

Mr. DAWSON of Utah. Mr. Chair-
man, American wool growers must be
protected. American wool cannot com-
pete in a free market against foreign
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wool. Most important is the disparity
in wage levels between the United States
and other wool-producing countries.
The climatic and range conditions are
reasons for a higher cost. Produection
of food and fiber through sheep is for
the benefit and happiness of humanity.

Prior to, during, and immediately fol-
lowing World War II foreign wool
under tariff rates provided by the Tariff
Act of 1930 has been imported into the
United States by tremendous volumes
and at approximately 15 to 20 percent
lower prices than the protected price
which the producer received under the
purchase pregram of the Commodity
Credit Corporation. This has resulted
in a substantial accumulation of domes-
tic wools, e

Importations of apparel wool, less
wool reexported, has continued to in-
crease from 13,343,000 pounds in 1932 to
a peak of 819,253,000 pounds in 1946.
The consumption of foreign wool has
likewise increased from a ratio of 5 per-
cent of the total consumption in 1932 to
a peak of 80 percent in 1946. It is
apparent from these facts that there is
need for a program.

While a foreign product has been en-
couraged in the volume above indicated,
wool production and sheep numbers
have continued to decline from a total
production of shorn wool in 1932 of in
excess of 350,000,000 pounds to an esti-
mated production in 1946 of less than
300,000,000 pounds.

The producing countries of the United
Kingdom of Great Britain have formed
a joint control for the liquidation of the
present surplus of wool. Thus, unless
some long-term protective marketing
program is established in the United
States, the domestic wool producer will
be forced to compete with the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and her wool-
producing countries. Such competition
would be extremely embarassing to the
producer of wool in the United States.

The wool growing industry of the
State of Utah is the most important di-
vision of agriculture and a necessary en-
terprise in the utilization of the acreage
within the borders of the State.

In Utah most of the land is suited for
grazing. In fact 87 percent of the area
is used for this purpose. Mountain,
forest, and desert lands are all used for
grazing. The limited cultivated crops
are offset by the extensive sheep and
livestock industry made possible by the
large grazing area throughout the State.

Agriculture has more persons gainfully
employed than any other industry. The
State of Utah is second in America in the
production of Rambouillet sheep, fifth in
the production of wool, and seventh in
the value of sheep and lambs.

Utah contains about 52,597,760 acres of
land. There is less than 3 percent of the
area of the State under irrigation and
less than 1 percent in dry farms. The
total potential acreage subject to culti-
vation and irrigation is less than 5 per-
cent. In other words, 95 percent of the
State of Utah must be and is used pri-
marily for livestock.

The United States Census of Agricul-
ture in the latest figures available, 1935,
sheep on farms and ranges, lists, 6,417
farms with 2,452,196 head of sheep. With
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an average of four persons to the farm a
total population of 25,668 derive all or
part of their livelihood from wool grow-
ing. You can therefore understand its
importance to the State.

The prewar wool growing industry of
Utah passed through a period during
which there was little or no profit. A
study of wool growers outfits which sur-
vived and are therefor what might be
termed the successful operators, doing
business in the section where supple-
mental feed generally is not required,
shows that at the beginning of 1932 their
average loan basis was $3.87, and that
the average loan basis of these same out-
fits in 1936 was $4.38, indicating that 51
cents per head of their capital had been
absorbed in losses. This does not in-
clude supplemental feed loans. The
same outfits had an average cost of op-
eration, not including replacements or
any return on their investment, of $2.88,
whereas the average annual gross pro-
ceeds was $2.84, an average annual loss
during the 4-year period of 4 cents per
head. It is apparent from these studies
that a satisfactory wool market must be
had for the product and that no conces-
sion can be allowed in the price of wool.

Evidence that the wool manufacturers
of the United States could not, neither
would they consume the domestic clip'if
concessions were made in the 1930 tariff
on wool articles, is revealed in the im-
portations of manufactured goods con-
taining all or part wool. The United
Kingdom is and has been importing into
the United States articles manufactured
in whole or part of wool under the tariff
provisions of 1930, indicating that even
the present tariff provisions are not ade-
quate to protect the American manufac-
turer, and as indicated before with the
American manufacturer out of the pic-
ture we would have no market to absorb
the domestic clip. With a limited mar-
ket for the domestic wool production, the
wool industry would decline rapidly. In
case of another war it would be difficult
to secure wool in the interest of national
defense. This has been the experience
of every country that has been deficient
in its wool production.

It is therefore very evident that the
wool industry, as well as the woolen man-
ufacturing industry, should receive suf-
ficlent protection so that they may con-
tinue as thriving industries.

Mr. GILLIE. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own re-
marks at this point in the REcorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr., GILLIE. Mr. Chairman, one of
the leading authorities in Congress on
the wool problem, now under discussion,
is the gentleman from Colorado, WiL-
L1aM S. Hiin, a member of the House
Commitfee on Agriculture. Mr. HrL
comes from a section of the country
which is vitally interested in the passage
of the wool bill in the form recommended
by the committee.

A few days ago I received a letter from
Mr, Hirr outlining the problem confront-
ing the wool industry and recommend-
ing a program of action to cope with the
situation. Under leave granted to ex-
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tend my remarks in the Recorp, I include
Mr. Hir's letter in full:
WasHINGTON, D. C., May 21, 1947,
Hon. GeorGe W. GILLIE,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.

DearR CoLLEAGUE: I will appreciate it
deeply if you will take a few moments to
review the wool bill. This is the situation
in a nutshell.

Livestock is the basic industry of the West.
The sheep industry is important in many
States, but in Texas and in the 12 Western
States it is of vital importance. Grass is
the main crop harvested from 90 percent of
the West's 800,000,000 acres. Thirty million
head of sheep are presently grazing on the
western ranges and daily gathering the prod-
ucts of the soil and processing them for
utilization. The economy of 200 counties
in the West can be maintained only by &
stable and prosperous livestock industry.

The Department of Agriculture reports
show that the stock sheep population of this
country has dropped from 49,807,000 in 1942
to 32,542,000 head today. This represents a
reduction of 35 percent. Our sheep popula-
tion is the lowest in 50 years.

The Department of Agriculture reports
that the production of wool has dropped
from 459,073,000 pounds in 1942 to 300,000,
000 pounds today, and that is a reduction of
35 percent.

The main reason for the decline in sheep
population is due to the low price of wool.

In my own State of Indiana, the sheep
population was reduced from 701,000
to 452,000. A two and one-half million
industry was reduced to a one and one-
half milllon dollar industry.

A report by the United States Tariff Com-~
mission after an extended study of the sheep
industry shows that the wool growers of this
country lost 915 cents on every pound of
wool produced in 1846 and a somewhat higher
figure in the two preceding years. The re-
port further shows that the wool growers
sustained a loss of $1.18 per head of sheep
in 1946 and a somewhat higher figure for
the two preceding years.

These statements are significant in the
light of the finding of the Army and Navy
Munitions Board that wool is a strategic and
critical material necessary for the security
of the Nation.

The day after Pearl Harbor, the United
States froze the price of domestic wool at
the OPA ceiling price. The price has re-
mained the same during the war or to the
present time and there will be no increase
under the bill.

While the price of domestic wool has re-
mained fixed from Pearl Harbor to date, it
is true that from September 15, 1841, to
Pear] Harbor, wool prices increased 13.2 per-
cent. Accordingly, since September 15, 1941,
to September 15, 1946, wool prices increased
13.2 percent, but 24 principal agricultural
commodities increased an average of 91 per-
cent during that same period. It has been
contended that wool is selling at an all-time
high. But the facts show that the 1946
Boston price of fine-combing wool was 34
percent less than the 1920 price, 18 percent
less than the price in 1923 and 1924 and 8
percent less than the average price from
1922 to 1928, inclusive. Most of the west-
ern wools are fine-combing wool. This fact
is significant in the light of the Tariff Com-
mission’s study, which shows that the op-
erating expenses of the sheep Industry have
increased 66 percent from 1941 to 1946,

Great PBritain, with her dominions, pro-
duces most of the world’s supply of wool. At
the war's end, faced with a tremendous
stock pile of wool, they formed the joint or-
ganization (JO) in order to protect their
wool industry by an orderly liquidation of
their stock pile of over 2,000,000,000 pounds,
The joint organization controls 85 percent
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of the world’s apparel wool sgupply, and it
has the power to lower prices at will.

During 1946 over 1,000,000,000 pounds of
wool was consumed in this country. More
than 80 percent of it was foreign wool. Last
year 819,258,000 pounds of foreign wool was
imported into this country. During that
vear and as of today the Commodity Credit
Corporation has a stock pile of around 450,-
000,000 pounds of wool, Foreign producers
dumped their products on the American mar-
ket, because domestic producers are wholly
unable to compete with low-cost producing
countries. The Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion is prohibited by law from selling at less
than parity. This restriction must be re-
moved, so that the United States can dis-
pose of its stock pile while wool consumption
is high.

After Pear]l Harbor, the United States paid
transportation, insurance and storage on
500,000,000 pounds of Australian wool in
order to assist Great Britain in having a
supply available in this country, in the event
the sea lines to Australia were cut off. Later
on, the United States purchased 300,000,000
pounds of wool from Great Britain and it was
sold on the American market. Because of
this situation, and in order to stabilize the
domestic sheep industry the Government in-
stituted the purchase program and assured
the growers that the program would be ex-
tended for 2 years after the termination of
hostilities.

The bill reported out by the Committee on
Agriculture of the House provides:

1. That the Commodity Credit Corporation
will continue its purchase program until De-
cember 31, 1948, at the 1046 price, which,
as I have indicated, has not changed since
Pearl Harbor. That price is less than parity.

2. It authorizes the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to sell its wool at competitive prices
with foreign wool. This will enable the
United States to dispose of its stock pile.

3. Amend existing law by adding wool to
other commodities under section 22 of the
AAA act and thus provide that if imports of
foreign wool tend to materially interfere with
the wool program, the President may require
the tariff commission to make a study and
after a hearing if the President finds such to
be the fact, he is required to impose such
fees on imports as may be necessary to cor-
rect the situation,

I am convinced that the provisions of the
wool bill are sound and necessary to provide
for the sale of the Government stock pile and
in order to protect the American sheep in-
dustry from further liquidation. The bill
will come up tomorrow and if you can give
us a lift it will be appreciated.

Yours very truly,
WiILLtaM S. HILL,
Member of Congress,
Second District, Colorado.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
my colleague the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. HurL] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. HULL, Mr. Chairman, the issue
here seems to be whether or not we shall
sacrifice the great sheep-raising industry
in order to add to the profits of world-
trade manipulators. I am not in favor
of such sacrifice. Our farmers did a
wonderful job toward winning the war.
Three years ago, the slogan “Food will
win the war” was plastered far and wide
in. the press and on the billboards. Our
farmers responded and provided both
food and fiber, and also furnished mil-
lions of men to the armed forces and to
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industry to make victory certain. Now
come the money masters in world trade
making their demands that Congress
shall contribute to the downfall of agri-
culture in return for what our farmers
accomplished. Congress should act
promptly to thwart such a program.

In 1942, we had over 49,000,000 sheep
producing over 459,000,000 pounds of
wool. Those flocks also produced bil-
lions of pounds of wholesome meats an-
nually for our armed forces and our ci-
vilian population. Under ceiling prices
and foreign competition, our sheep popu-
lation has been reduced to 32,000,000
head, and our wool production to less
than 300,000,000 pounds. Our meat sup-
ply has been reduced in like ratio. And
the end is not yet. With wool prices be-
low cost of production every farmer and
ranchman is selling his wool at a loss.
But for the CCC and its purchases of
460,000,000 pounds, the losses would have
bezen so great that every sheep raiser
would have been compelled to sell his
flocks at even more demoralizing prices.
Wool growers sustained a loss of $1.18
per head in 1946,

We have had an antimonopoly law in
this country since 1890. There has been
a lack of enforcement which occasions
criticism, but the law stands as the pol-
icy of Congress and the country. Were
any combination to be formed in our
own country to control 85 percent of any
commodity and manipulate pric.s and
markets, it would be subject to imme-
diate prosecution. It would be a con-
spiracy in restraint of trade.

The war had not ended before a world
cartel was organized to control 85 per-
cent of the world's supply of wool. It
came into being in Britain, which, with
its dominions, had a stock pile of 3,000,-
000,000 pounds of wool. It is known as
the joint organization. It has the power
to fix wool prices at v.ill. Whence came
the money for its enormous capitali-
zation is not stated. Whether the funds
came from Britain or from the lavish
grants and loans made by Congress to
Eritain, funds drawn from our own Fed-
eral Treasury, is not easily ascertainable.

The joint organization's 3,000,000,000
pounds of wool came principally from
Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, all
countries in which wool is produced at
less than half its cost on our own farms
and ranches. They are countries of mild
climate and cheaper feed and pasture
costs, Australia and New Zealand can
and do ship their wools to our own ports
and markets at less cost than that of get-
ting our wools from farm to market. So
great is the difference in cost of wool
production at home and in these foreign
lands that Congress fixed a tariff rate of
34 cents per pound on wool from abroad.

When the war came on, our country
aided Britain and its dominions in stock
piling wool from the countries in the
Empire. Now the joint organization
dominates the markets abroad and is in
such great competition with our own pro-
duction that in 1946 there were 819,-
000,000 pounds of wool imported mainly
from the surplus in the control of that
organization. That wool was bought at
such low prices that the joint organi-
zation made enormous profits even when
underselling our own wool for our own
industries. It stands to make hundreds
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of millions in profits on its stock pile
and to continue such profits indefinitely
in the future.

The Commodity Credit Corporation
holds 480,000,000 pounds of our domestic
wool bought from our sheep farmers at a
support price. It is held in warehouses
at large expense while our textile mills
continue to buy and use the cheaper im-
ported wool. Until Congress acts, our
warehouses will continue to house the
CCC stock pile, and the joint organi-
zation will pile up the wool supplies from
the southern hemisphere and dominate
our own as well as all other wool markets
in the world.

Thus, our farmers and ranchmen are
being forced out of business by a foreign
monopoly. - Whether or not that foreign
monopoly is financed directly or indi-
rectly by our own Government is an open
question. In any event, a foreign cartel
or monopoly which could not be organized
nor exist in our own land because of our
own antitrust statutes, harbors the selfish
interests which are determined to ruin
one of our greatest agricultural resources.
Home-made monopolies have extorted
billions from our farmers and stock rais-
ers in spite of our laws, but Congress
should not tolerate the encroachment of
a huge foreign monopoly in our field. It
should pass this bill, and then draft other
legislation to protect our people from
a form of aggression as dangerous as war
to our own well-being.

The success and huge profits of the
joint organization will not stop at the
wool markets. Similar gigantic cartels
are in process of organization to further
control world markets for agricultural
products. A large part of the surplus
dairy products of Australia and New Zea-
land are alleged to be under contract to
a British eartel, and Denmark and Hol-
land are said to be fearful that their dairy
products soon may fall under like con-
trols. How far the decline in prices on
butter and cheese in the Middle West
may be due to such manipulation remains
to be seen. Monopolies are a form of
gangsterism which thrives on darkness
and secrecy.

A large vote for the pending bill will be
notice to the foreign manipulators that
our people are waking up to the dangers
which threaten us under the guise of
world brotherhood and peace.

Mr. LEMEE, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REecorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Chairman, I shall
vote for this bill. I voted against the
original reciprocal trade agreement,
and I voted against every extension of
that act. I did this because I knew that
it was not for the best interest of our
Nation.

When the reciprocal trade agreement
was first passed in 1934 I stated that it
was sponsored by the international
bankers—those bankers who clip cou-
pons from foreign bonds—and the inter-
national manufacturers. These two
groups are interested in clipping cou-
pons and selling manufactured prod-
ucts to foreign nations. This at the
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expense of the American farmer and the
American laborer.

These internationalists—these be-
trayers of their country and their coun-
try’s honor—are more interested in get-
ting the “almighty” dollar than they are
in the welfare of their own people—their
Nation. I came to this conclusion in
1934 because of the lobbying of this
international group.

That group has made some converts.
It has converted to its cause some of our
globetrotters. I can assure you that
these converts do not represent the
farmers but do represent the State De-
partment. They are used by that De-
partment in its horse trading with for-
eign nations—in selling America short.

I know that I represent the over-
whelming majority of farmers and la-
borers of this Nation when I state that
I am in favor of this bill. Why should
we make agriculiure and labor the goat?
Are not our farmers to be preferred to
the land barons of Australia, Latin
America, and other nations? Are not
our laboring people to be preferred to
the peon of Latin America or other na-
tions? Are not our people as a whole to
be preferred to a few international
bankers and manufacturers?

We have heard a great deal about iso-
lationism and isolationists, The truth
is that these words are used by the in-
ternationalists and globetrotters to
either conceal their own ignorance, or to
remove suspicion that they are repre-
senting other interests than that of
America,

We never were an isolated nation. We
always chased the almighty dollar on
every ocean and on every sea and in
every land. On many occasions we med-
dled in affairs that were not ours. We’
were always a nation of the world—al-
ways interested in all nations.

Now we are told that we must become
the guardian of the world, that we must
surrender the substance of our Nation
that belongs to unborn generations.
This in the name of peace and Chris-
tianity. When did it ever become nec-
essary for this Nation to buy or bribe
other nations? Such a doctrine is not
only lunacy, but an insult to our intel-
ligence and our dignity. We are just be-
ginning to get our.wisdom teeth in our
dealings with Russia,

I am not impressed with the argument
that we must destroy ourselves in order
to comply with the reciprocal-trade
agreement. I am confident that that
agreement is void. A trade agreement is
a treaty, and any attempt to deprive the
Senate of the power to advise and con-
sent to such an agreement is in violation
of the plain, English language of the
Constitution. I expect to test the con-
stitutionality of that act when the Su-
preme Court is unpacked.

In the meantime, let us develop our
own trade. Let us buy American, A
vote against this amendment is a vote for
Australian, Latin-American, and other
nations' wool. A vote for the amend-
ment and for this bill is a vote for Amer-
ica—a vote for the American producer.
This issue will be drawn more clearly as
time goes on.

Let us remember that 94 percent of
our trade is with ourselves. Our bound-
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ary line to this 94 percent is the Atlantic
on the east, the Pacific on the west, the
Canadian houndary on the north; and
the Gulf of Mexico and Mexico on the
south. Out of the 6 percent of foreign
trade, between 2 or 3 percent consists
of trading in international money and
credit—stock and bonds,

Why should we give part of our do-
mestic agricultural market away so that
the international banker can collect on
stock and bonds, and the international
manufacturer sell his wares at the ex-
pense of the American farmer—at the
expense of the American taxpayers?

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mr. Harness of Indiana, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Commitiee, having had under considera-
tion the bill, S, 814, pursuant to House
Resolution 214, he reported the bill back
to the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gross.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The' question is on
the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. FocarTy) there
were—ayes 151, noes 65.

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the bill was passed, and a motion
to reconsider was laid on the table.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York asked and was
given permission to include as a part of
his remarks certain facts, tables, and
figures.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in
the ReEcorp and include an article by
Sumner Welles. I am informed by the
Public Printer that this will exceed two
pages of the Recorp and will cost $159.75,
but I ask that it be printed notwith-
standing that fact.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
notwithstanding the cost, the extension
may be made.

There was no objection.

Mr. BUFFETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in the
Appendix of the Recorp in two instances
and include editorial material.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Appendix of the Recorp
and include an editorial.

Mr. JENNINGS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend the re-
marks he made in the Committee of the
E‘P'ftl;)]e today and include certain sta-
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GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
five legislative days in which to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed,
{)rixlclluding those who have spoken on the

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Kansas?

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON THE ARMED SERVICES

Mr. HESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Armed Services may have permission to
sit during the session of the House on
Monday next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman {rom Ohio?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1948

Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee
on Appropriations, reported the hill
(H. R. 3601) making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 450), which
was read a first and second time, and,
with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union and ordéred to be
printed.

Mr. RAYBURN reserved all points of
order on the bill.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adiourn to meet at
noon on Monday next.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SABATH asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in the Rec-
orp and include certain telegrams he re-
ceived from the president of the sftock
exchange and his reply thereto, and
other letters and correspondence in con-
nection with short selling.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. WorLEy (at
the request of Mr. RAYBURN), indefinite-
ly, on account of death in the family.

WILLIAM THOMPSON SANSOM

The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following request:
May 23, 1847,

Mr. EKmpay requests, pursuant to rule
XXXVIII, leave to withdraw from the files
of the House papers in the case of H. R. 1540,
for the relief of Willlam Thompson Sansom,
Seventy-ninth Congress, no adverse report
having been filed thereon

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the request is granted.

There was no cbjection.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER] is recognized
for 15 minutes.

POLITICAL BANKRUPTCY OF THE
REPUBLICAN PARTY

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,

Mr, Carroll Reece, chairman of the Re-
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publican National Committee, vividly
demonstrated last week end the political
bankruptcy of the Republican Party. In
a statement sent to 10,000 party officials
and leaders throughout the country, Mr.
Reece blamed the Democratic Party for
current high prices. And, he charged,
“the administration is determined to
keep prices high in the hope of reaping
political advantages.”

This accusation by the ranking au-
thorized Republican spokesman is remi-
niscent of the little boy who tossed the
brick through the plate-glass window
and then blamed the neighbor lad who
had tugged at his arm trying to keep
him from doing it. Mr. Reece obviously
is frightened over public reaction to the
run-away price infiation since he and
his party killed OPA. He might, per-
haps, under the circumstances, be ex-
cused if he tried merely to befuddle the
people by asking, “Who Kkilled cock
robin?” But it is certainly with ill grace
that he now blames President Truman
for cock robin OPA’s demise.

Such silliness has already been prop-
erly labeled an insult to the intelligence
of the American electorate. Even the
Washington Star, which has never
shown signs of a proadministration
bias, compares the Republican chair-
man's comments with the flights of fancy
of young men in the spring who lightly
turn to thoughts of love. The Star edi-
torialized on last Monday that *it is in-
conceivable that the voters will be fooled
by any of this seasonal nonsense.”

No, Mr. Speaker, the voters have not
forgotten—nor will they soon forget. It
is not by accident that the program of
the Republican Party to end price con-
trols coincided with the $200,000 adver-
tising spree just a year ago by the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers
against OPA. Historically, the NAM
and the Republican Party see eye to eye,
and it has always been true, Mr. Speaker,
that the Democratic Party has in the
Congress and in the Presidency—in the
State legislatures and in the city coun-
cils—represented the interests of all the
people as against the special interests of
the few. No—the housewife who is try-
ing to make ends meet for milk and shoes
for the children after paying the rent
knows that the family pay check is not
what it was a year ago. The working-
men—the school teachers, the store
clerks, the truck drivers will not forget
these Republican NAM advertised as-
surances.:

Remove price controls on manufactured
goods and production will step up fast.
Goods will pour into the market and within
a reasonable time prices will adjust them-
selves naturally—as they always have—in
line with the real worth of things. Compe-
tition has never failed to produce this result.
This is the way you can get. the goods }"Du
want at the prices you can afford to pay.

Now, Mr. Speaker, have not we waited
a reasonable time? How much longer
must the working people of this country
wait and suffer from this profiteering
and greed? It now appears that the
Republican Party leadership has aban-
doned its assurances. But instead of a
legislative program to rectify their horri-
ble mistake—if such deliberate action
can be excused as a mistake—they heap
abuse upon the President. But the peo-
ple cannot forget, they will not forget,
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if I have anything to do and say about
it, that Harry Truman vetoed one price-
control bill because of its crippling
amendments; that he reluctantly signed
another because it was the best bill he
could get; and that finally, under public
pressure generated by ill-advised Re-
publican campaign promises, he felt
obliged to abandon his struggles to pre-
serve price controls.

Nor will the people forget in 1948 how
the President, after the end of OPA, con-
tinued the fight against inflation. The
people know about his recommendations
for voluntary price reductions, and his
courageous opposition to tax reduction
until the inflationary dangers have sub-
sided. They know that he favors con-
tinuation of effective rent controls, and
that the Federal budget he submitted to
the Congress -was the minimum below
which a reduction means the impairment
of essential Government services. They
know where he stands on housing and
health insurance and minimum wages.

But the public also knows, Mr. Speaker,
the record of the Republican majority
in this Eightieth Congress. And Mr.
Reece knows that the public knows—and
it is no wonder that he is worried. Shall
we briefly review the record?

First, take rent control. For weeks
the majority leadership debated whether
to legislate a flat rent increase of 10 to
15 percent before proceeding to disguise
their intentions to kill effective rent con-
trol by passing an extension bill so bad
that long-time supporters of OPA voted
against the legislation in the House.
And the Republican strategy is reported
to be to withhold Senate action until too
late for the President to do anything
but approve the bill. This, of course,
is in line with their strategy for killing
OPA last year.

Second, consider the Knutson tax-
reduction bill The President advised
that now is not the time for cutting
taxes. The Republicans, however, ran
true to form by continuing the wartime
rates for excise taxes, which fall heaviest
on those least able to pay, and by reduc-
ing income faxXes in such a manner as to
provide a windfall to the rich. Even if
inflationary threats were past, and the
budget balanced with a substantial pay-
ment on the public debt assured, H. R. 1,
as railroaded through the Ways and
Means Committee by the majority, is a
monstreus example of tax relief, not for
the needy, but for the greedy.

Can the 45,000,000 taxpayers with in-
comes below $5,000 be expected to tol-
erate a tax bill which increases the take-
home pay after taxes of the $300,000
man by 70 percent, but increases their
own take-home pay by less than 4 per-
cent? I am sure the more than 3,000,-
000 taxpayers in the State of Pennsyl-
vania with incomes of less than $5,000
who receive their 5 percent are not going
to be very friendly toward a party that
provided their 68 neighbor Keystone-
Staters having incomes over $300,000
with a generous 70 percent.

No, Mr. Speaker, the taxpayers will
be heard from in 1948.

Third, this Republican Congress can-
not refute the charge of gross neglect in
failing to report a legislative budget for
Faderal receipts and expenditures for
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1948. The debauchery of the Legislative
Reorganization Act has resulted in the
most reckless and ill-informed slashes of
appropriation requests for the execu-
tive departments. The President's Bu-
reau of the Budget already had reduced
appropriation requests considered essen-
tial by department heads by some seven
billion dollars, yet the House and Senate
proceeded without consideration of fiscal
requirements to vote for a legislative
budget four and one-half to six billion
dollars below the requested $37,500,000,-
000. The Republican leaders now realize,
of course, that neither of these figures
can be attained, for the conference com-
mittee on the legislative budget has met
only once in the nearly 3 months since
the conferees were appointed.

As if these dilatory tactics in defilance
of the Legislative Reorganization Act
were not enough, Mr, Speaker, the ma-
jority have made almost as many illusory
paper reductions as they have actual
cuts in the President’s budget.

The $800,000,000 cut in Treasury esti-
mates for tax refunds is not on the
square, because overpaid taxpayers have
a legal claim against the Government for
the amounts overpaid. Another typical
example is the disclosure reported in to-
day's papers that an item for $641,832,000
for the Commodity Credit Corporation,
requested by the President for 1948, has
been charged by the majority against the
current fiscal year. So by fair means or
foul—and more foul than fair—the Re-
publicans are striving for a reputation of
economy, But these tactics are just as
obvious as they are smooth, and the
people will not be deceived.

Finally, let me refer to three prize mis-
statements by Mr. Reece in his letter
to the Republican leaders. He accuses
the administration of:

First. Incurable addiction to deficit
financing. Now everyone knows that
President Truman has balanced the
budget for 1947, and the he will do the
same in 1948 if the majority will only stop
its headlong dash to reduce revenues in
this period of highest national income in
our history.

If we cannot balance the budget and
begin debt retirement now, when on
earth will we be able to do it? No, Mr.
Speaker, the disease, if any, seems to be
on the other side of the aisle.

Second. A reckless and ill-timed Gov-
ernment program for buying food for
foreign relief. Unfortunately starva-
tion and hunger do not respect market-
ing trends. If the foreign-relief bill
recently passed by the Congress with
Republican support is now repudiated
by Mr. Reece, I might suggest that he
get in tune with the statesmen within
his own party.

Third. A political approach to labor-
management relations. Mr. Speaker, if
ever I have seen a political approach to
labor-management relations, it is the
Hartley bill drafted by outside lawyers
in the hire of the chamber of commerce
and manufacturers associations, beyond
the reach even of the Democratic Mem-
bers of the Committee on Labor. This
bill will do more to create strife and dis-
content in the ranks of labor than any
law ever passed by the Congress, and
will only reduce productivity and there-
by create scarcity and higher prices.
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Mr. Reece charges that these fantastic
assertions are procf that the President
is making a drive to keep up high prices.
Any sane man, Mr. Speaker, knows this
is not true. The only conclusion to be
drawn from this exhibition of Mr. Reece
is, as suggested by the Washington Star,
that the spring has affected somewhat
the mentality of the Republican national
chairman. If the Republican leader-
ship in Congress and throughout the
country does not repudiate the national
chairman, it will be good evidence that
this mental disease has become an.epi-
demic of political degeneracy through-
out the party.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the
gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. That is our
former colleague, Carroll Reece, who is
now the chairman of the Republican
National Committee, that the gentleman
is referring to?

Mr. EEERHARTER. That is correct.

Mr. McCORMACK. Who in a state-
ment he made the other day put the
blame on President Truman for the
tremendous increase in the cost of living?

Mr. EBERHARTER. Exactly. That
is the very same man.

Mr. McCORMACK. Why, that was
politically insane. Then, just a few days
before that he made a statement in
which he called every labor leader a
radical, including Bill Green; that is,
he did not mention him by name, but he
did not make any exceptions. He called
every labor leader a radical, and that in-
cluded Bill Green and even Bill Hutchi-
son, who has been one of the bulwarks
of the Republican Party. It includes
them all.

Mr. EBERHARTER. I am just won-
dering if the Republican Members of
the House and the Republican Members
of the other body agree with Mr. Reece’s
statement. I have not heard anybody
come up here and deny it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CASE
of South Dakota). Under special order
heretofore entered, the gentleman from
California [Mr. HoLiFIELD] is recognized
for 30 minutes.

THE PRICE SITUATION AND OUR
ECONOMIC FUTURE

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to include in my re-
marks at certain points some scales of
figures.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the
present picture represents a critical stage
in  postwar economic development, a
situation which we must appreciate and
attempt to control.

First. The price structure:

(a) Price rises since 1939—United
States News of April 25, 1947, page 29—
retail:

Percent
1T A T SN i T 95
House construction. B84
Men's sults____._. =
Automobiles __ 56
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(b) Wholesale prices in general—
United States News of April 4, 1947,
page 13:

Nonfarm | Farm
commod- | products

ities | and food

August 1639 to June 1846 (7 war
e R R TR A8 [ T
June 1946 to April 1947 (8 months
following the scalping of OPA)__

Percent | Percent
+36 +64

+44 +48

Spot items—wholesale—increase from
June 1946 to April 1947—United States
News, April 4, 1947, page 13; The Price
Situation, Congress of Industrial Organ-
izations, page 3:

Percent
66

(¢) The misconception is that Govern-
ment support prices have contributed to
this sifuation.

Items covered by Government agreements to
support agricultural prices at 90 percent of
parity

Drioe (50
plice Prizent
percent of T

parity price
price)

HogS:coueunaconaana100 pounds..| 1§15, 60 $25.40

w hgfn plgmhol_- 1. 82 2.35

Eggs. ... dozen.. .37 .40

i -100 pounds. 3.25 410
Butterfat. ----pound._ . 55 .60

Potatoes are the only commodity pres-
ently being supported by the Govern-
ment—at a cost of $80,000,000. Much of
the blame for this can be laid to the
Congress. If wheat and bread had been
rationed after the war, more wheat would
have been available to the Government
at reasonable prices for shipment to dev-
astated areas abroad and more potatoes
would have been consumed domesti-
cally—United States News of May 5,
1947, page 13; Marquis Childs, Washing-
ton Post, April 17, 1947,

Second. The profit structure:

(a) Much ‘talk about exorbitant cor-
porate profits at the present time. Dur-
ing 1946 total corporate profits after
taxes amounted to $12,000,000,000, 20
percent above the highest wartime yield.

Approximately $4,000,000,000 of this
figure represents carry-back payments
from the Government to cover the cost of
reconversion. This figure is also affected
by the repeal of the excess-profits tax—
85 percent—in January of 1946. The
present tax rate on corporate profits is
38 percent. Data on Profit and Wages,
page 3; CIO Economic Outlook, an article
entitled “Why Wages Must Be Raised,”
page 2.

(b) Nevertheless, profits after taxes in
the first quarter of 1947 were running at
a rate of $16,000,000,000 annually which
represents a return of approximately 10
percent on net worth—National City
Bank monthly letter on economic condi-
tions and Government finance, page 46.

~  XCITT—364
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The period of 1927-29 showed profits on
only 8 percent of net worth. It seems
clear that this is a higher return than can
be borne in a steady-state condition.
The best possible steady return on net
worth is probably something close to 7
percent,

(c) The aspect of this profit figure
which is most disrupting is the fact that
only two-fifths of it is being distributed
as dividends. The remainder, three-
fifths, is being held in funds, partly for
future plant expansion, partly as a re-
serve for the next depression, and partly
for distribution when the income taxes
are lowered. It is the creation of these
funds which threatens to choke off our
economic life, The phenomenon is a
cumulative one—United States News,
April 4, 1947, page 11.

(d) Instances of high profits in certain
industries—developed from National City
Bank monthly letter on economic condi-
tions and Government finance, April
1947, page 46:

Percent
increase
Percent
Industry in profits return on
after taxes, net worth
1945 to »
146
Baking__. S Pl ahin 209 21.8
Meat ])uckmg ................ 202 10. 8
Distilling. . _.. 1 251 421
Cotton goods. 3 358 7.1
Silk and rayon_. 206 24.5
‘Woolen goods. . 253 25.2
Hosiery, knitted goods. . 252 282
Other tcxtilcs b 232 20.8
Clothing and spmrel. 8 2.3
Tires, rubber products M 20. 6
Lumber.. £22 141
Pulp and pspe.r products... 231 ‘14. 4
Cement... e s e 371 9.7
Chain stores:
Ly A L S A 217 18.6
8 AR R S 202 23.0

Department stores. = 208 20,8
M:ﬂl—order houses............ 261 25.6
Misce and wholesale. . 208 20.2
Sh:pplng e 230 15.3

Third. The wage structure:
(a) Compensation of employees as a
group declined from $114,500,000,000 in
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1945 to $109,800,000,000 in 1946, while the
net income of corporations and pro-
prietors, including farmers, and receipts
from interest and net rents, went up
from $46,400,000,000 in 1945 to $55,200.-
000,000 in 1946, and $12,000,000,000 of
this was clear profit—Data on Labor and
Wages, pages 6 and 7. Labor's share of
the national income shrank.

(b) There is much talk at the present
time about wages being exorbitantly
high, but although average hourly earn-
ings have increased steadily during the
war and since—66 cents per hour in
1940, $1.13 per hour in October 1946—
weekly take-home pay for the average
worker in manufacturing industries has
declined from a high of $47.50 in Janu-
ary 1945, to the present level of $46.40.
This drop has been the result of the re-
duction of the standard workweek from
45 to 40 hours in the summer of 1945 and
the loss of overtime pay—The Economic
Report of the President, pages 47 and
48; United States News of April 18, 1947
page 217.

(¢) A study conducted by the Heller
committee of the University of Cali-
fornia in March 1945 revealed that a
family of four required an annual in-
come of $3,075 to maintain minimum
standards of health and decency. If this
figure is adjusted for the rise in the cost
of living since that time, one arrives at
the present requirement for an annual
income of $3,545 or a weekly income of
$68.19. Compare this with the average
weekly wage now prevailing—CIO Eco-
nomic Outlook, page 6.

(d) Taking into account the rise in
the cost of living, the real earnings of
workers in nondurable lines have risen
only 22.8 percent since 1939, and of work-
ers in durable goods industries only 9
percent—United States News of April 25,
1947, page 14.

Fourth. A brief glance at the break-
down of national income in 1946—The
Economic Report of the President, page
41;

TasLE II.—National income by distributive shares, 1929-461
| Billions of dollars|

Compensation 6/ Net income ol Net comomte profits
Total employees proprietors Inter: after taxes :
= Inn - es&
ear tiona gal Non. | 81 :
in- PR | gy Agri b net
come | Total ";:193 plul:]- Total | eul- [ %0 | rents | Total (ﬂ}:}; ?:;n
wages ments tural tural
83.3 83.1 52.6 0.8 13.6 5.2 8.5 9.4 7.2 5.9 1.2
68, 8 48.2 47.6 B 10.0 3.8 6.3 8.9 1.7 5.6 —3.90
.5 40. 6 40.0 6 7.3 2.4 4.8 8.2 —-1.6 4.3 =58
40.0 31.7 81.0 .6 .48 1.5 3.4 7.1 =3.6 2.7 -0, 4
2.3 20.8 BT L1 6.5 2.2 4.3 6.6 -6 22 —48
40. 6 M. 6 32,6 Lo 7.5 2.7 4.9 6.9 5 27 —-21
556.7 3.5 35,6 1.9 9.5 4.1 5.4 7.1 1.7 2.9 -1.3
4.0 43.0 40.0 3.1 10.9 4.4 6.5 7.3 3.8 7 -9
1.5 48.8 4.9 3.3 11.9 5.1 6.8 7.4 3.9 4.7 -8
4,2 45.1 41.2 3.9 10.1 4.0 6.1 7.3 1.7 3.2 -1.5
70.8 48.1 4.2 3.8 1.2+ 43 6.9 7.4 4.2 3.8 4
7.6 52,3 48.6 3.7 12,0 4.4 7.6 7.5 58 4.0 1.8
96, 9 . 5 60. 8 3.7 15.8 6.3 0.6 8.0 85 4.5 4.0
122.2 .1 80,8 3.3 20.6 9.7 10.9 8.8 8.7 4.3 4.4
140, 4 106, 3 103.1 3.2 2.5 1.9 1.6 9.7 9.8 4.3 5.6
160.7 | 116.0 | 112.8 3.2 4.1 118 12.3 10.6 0.9 4.5 5.4
161.0 | 114.5| 1114 3.1 25,6 12,5 13.1 11.8 9.0 4.5 4.5
164.0 | 109.0 | 106.0 3.0 30.0 15.0 15.0 13.0 120 5.0 7.0

1 National ineome is the total net income earned in production by individuals or businesses.
of gross national product in excluding depreciation an de

national income currently used differs from the concept

The concept of

pletion allowances and business tayes. A reconciliation between these two series and income payments is shown in

Appendix A, table I1, for 1939, 1044, and 1946,
1 Estimates based on inl:crmplebe data.

NoTte.— Detail will not necessarily add to totals because ol rounding.

Source: Department of Commerce.



5768

THE LEGISLATIVE HISTORY OF THIS INFLATIONARY
DEVELOPMENT

First. A year ago, when the question
of extension of OPA was being considered
by the Congress, many Members of the
Republican group in this body—men
whose economic prophecies have been re-
futed—availed themselves of the oppor-
tunity to do some economic forecasting
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The following quotations reveal their
expectations concerning the effect of
the removal of price controls.

April 17, 1946:

When price controls are ended, there will
be confusion for a few months, whether 1t
be now, next year, or some future year, But
production will rapidly increase when con-
trols are lifted, and the supply will rapidly
come to equal the demand, Then confusion
will end, prices will be stabilized, and pro-
duction will be normal and sufficient. When
this natural condition is reached, competi-
tion will keep prices stabilized on a reason-
able basis.

June 25, 1946:

The only real remedy for the high cost ot
living, the only cure for infiation, is a re-
turn to a free economy; the noninterference
of Government agencles with the operation
of the law of supply and demand.

July 5, 1946:

I say that the Congress, if it wishes to pre-
serve free enterprise, insure through it the
highest standard of living at the lowest pos-
sible cost, cannot do so by fostering the OPA
with its gestapo snoopers, kangaroo courts,
and the black-market operators who are In
league with and who are supporting this un-
American dictatorial bureaucracy.

July 27, 1946:

Give our free economy an opportunity to
function, unshackled, for a reasonable length
of time and the old law of supply and de-
mand will furnish us with plenty and at fair
and reasonahle prices.

Second. While on this point, I refer to
the allegations of scarcities under the
price-control system. I point out that
there was irrefutable evidence of large-
scale holding back of merchandise by
producers in anticipation of the price
rise which followed the forced removal
of price controls.

Third. On January 8 of this year the
President transmitted to the Congress,
in keeping with the provisions of the
Employment Act of 1946, a detailed and
objective evaluation of the economic sit-
uation which confronted the Nation.

Attempting to suggest ways in which
this situation might be effectively dealt
with by means of legislation, he outlined
a short-range program which included
five main recommendations, recommen-
dations carefully formulated by some of
the best economic minds in the country.

(a) Prices and wages:

1. Extend rent controls.

2, Extend the coverage of the Fair La-
bor Standards Act and raise the mini-
mum wage.

(b) Social security: 1. Raise the level
of benefits.

(c) Housing: 1. Authorize a perma-
nent, long-range housing program.

(d) Taxation: 1. Refrain from the un-
sound fiscal policy of reducing taxzes at
the present time.

(e) Labor-management relations—
recommendations emhbodied in the Presi-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

dent’s state of the Union message of
January 6, 1947:

1. Enact legislation to curb jurisdic-
tional disputes and prevent some types of
secondary boycotts.

2. Extend the facilities within the De-
partment of Labor for assisting collec-
tive bargaining.

3. Broaden the program of social leg-
islation by alleviating the causes of work-
ers’ insecurity.

4, Authorize the appointment of a tem-
porary joint commission to inquire into
the entire field of labor-management re-
lations—the Economic Report of the
President, pages 20 and 21,

All of these recommendations have a
direct bearing upon the present picture
of inflation.

According fo the provisions of the Em-
ployment Act, the Joint Committee on
the Economic Report made a report on
January 31, 1947, in which it stated that
these recommendations were too con-
troversial to be treated at the time and
that they would be dealt with by separate
committees working in these fields.
Since that time the joint committee has
held hearings sporadically, but has con-
tributed nothing of a constructive nature
to the problem—Senate Report No. 11,
page 2.

Let us look at the score to date. Of
the five recommendations, one has been
ignored effectively and the other four
have been completely repudiated.

The detailed picture looks like this:

(a) Prices and wages:

1. Rent controls, although extended in
name in the House bill just passed, have
been effectively gutted.

2. Minimum wages and labor stand-
ards have been struck a heavy blow in
the portal-to-portal pay bill recently
passed by the House.

(b) Social security: This subject has
been more or less ignored, except that
there are ugly rumors about to the ef-
fect that the social-security tax will not
be permitted to rise from 1 to 215 cents
on the first of next January as Congress
originally intended.

(¢) Housing: Although the Wagner-
Ellender-Taft bill was reported favorably
out of committee by a slim majority in
the other body, it is rumored that it will
be ignored by the appropriate commit-
tee in the House. It can be considered
as a dead duck in this session.

(d) Taxation: In direct contradiction
of sound fiscal policy, a far-reaching tax
reduction program has been adopted by
the House, a program which extends
mammoth benefits to the extremely
wealthy at the expense of giving the low
income taxpayers only moderate relief.

(e) Labor-management relations:

1, Hasty and drastic measures aimed
at curbing labor’s power have been
adopted by the House, measures which
attempt to resolve delicate and subtle
working relationships by ill-considered
and stringent restriction.

2. The Department of Labor, and
particularly the Conciliation Service
which specialized in improvement of the
collective bargaining process, has been
in effect emasculated by the action of the
House with regard to its appropriation
for next year.
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3. Nothing appreciable has been ac-
complished toward increasing the
security of the individual worker in our
society, even though this hypothetical
individual worker has been the hero of all
attacks upon the union movement in this
country.

4. Appointment of a temporary com-
mission to give thorough and thoughtful
consideration to labor-management
problems has been ignored in the haste
to restrict the bargaining position of the
workingman.

Here, then, is the clear record of a
congressional policy which flaunts short-
sighted political expediency in the face
of a remedial and beneficial economic
program.

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

First. We are quite obviously moving
into a recession. Forecasters in the De-
partment of Commerce, the Department
of Agriculture, the Civilian Production
Administration, and the Bureau of Labor
Statistics are agreed that there will be a
decline in production and prices during
the latter part of 1947. There seems to
be general feeling that this will be a
relatively minor and temporary phenom-
enon—Data on Wages and Profits, page 9.

The United States News attempts to
outline the expectations in greater de-
tail. It predicts drops in the level of eco-
nomic activity throughout the country,
as follows:

Ezpected

percent

Measures of economic health: decline
Total Industrial production.__.____. 20
Civilian employment. . caeeeaa. [:]

(The unemployed group is expected
to rise from 2.5 to about 6 mtnion)

Iron and steel production_. 20
Machinery production...... 32
Lumber production 12
Textiles production.. . - Ccaa o 24
Manufactured goods production ____ 11
Paper and products production.... 21
Food products production_ . 12
Rubber production...eeeeeececcenna 22
Chemicals production.e-cececeecenan 10
Gasoline production..eeeceecaeane. 4

The United States News predicts that
this bottom will occur early in 1948 but
that it will be of short duration with pro-
duction recovering during the latter half
of the year. They describe it as a process
of correction which will lead to an ex-
tended period of prosperity:

Profits won't be as encouraging at the
bottom of the dip as at present, but the cur-
rent rate of corporate earnings is sufficient
to make 1947 a prosperous year as a whole
(averaging 176 percent of the prewar level as
compared with 170 percent in 1946) even if
the downturn comes relatively soon. (United
States News, May 9, 1947, pp. 11-14.)

Second. Now the United States News
is not generally considered as a radical
organ. What do they regard as the pres-
ent supports which “appear certain to
cushion the effects on any business de-
cline?”

(a) Savings: Although savings ex-
pressed as a percentage of disposable in-
come declined from 28 percent in 1944
to 9.5 percent in the fourth quarter of
1946, the consumer savings accumulated
since 1940 total $173,000,000,000. This re-
serve, located principally in the upper in-
come brackets, will come into effect in the
form of purchasing power as prices de-
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cline—The Economic Report of the Pres-
ident, page 13. On top of this there is a
reserve of $32,500,000,000 in undistribu-
ted corporate profits, accumulated since
1940, which can be expected to go into
plant expansion as raw material prices
are eased.—The Economic Report of the
President, page 41. High-bracket in-
come reserves and corpora.te reserves
have only a limited function in the ab-
sorption of consumer goods.

(b) Consumer demand: There is sus-
tained evidence of a pent-up demand for
the durable manufactured goods which
were so scarce during the war years. As
the prices of these articles decline, the
demand can be expected to provide a
vigorous market. The automobile and
construction industries will stand in a
particularly favorable position in this re-
spect, and the secondary effect of their
demand for supplies will give life to a
wide range of manufacturing and mining
industries. The alarming drop in resi-
dential construction due to exorbitant
prices challenges continuity of expendi-
tures in this field.

(c) Government spending “is another
factor that will support business activity.
Federal spending is not likely to fall be-
low $33,000,000,000 in the fiscal year that
begins July 1, 1948, and this means a wide
Government market for goods. The
Government is as effective a customer as
any other buyer, and its demand is more
stable than that of business firms or in-
dividuals.”

(d) Exports “provide another support.
Foreign countries this year will take at
least $12,000,000,000 worth of United
States goods, ranging from grain and to-
bacco to machinery and movies, This
amounts to about three times the whole-
sale value of the automobile industry’s
entire output.”

(e) Social security ‘“benefits will
strengthen the buying power of the un-
employed through unemployment and
retirement insurance.” It can be seen
that the last three—Government spend-
ing, exports, and social security—of these
cushioning effects are subject to the di-
rect control of Congress. Intelligent and
farsighted exercise of this control can de-
termine the ease with which this price-
adjustment period is met.

An impartial observer would be im-
pressed with the fact that the control
being exercised at the present time in
two of these areas—Government spend-
ing as proposed in appropriations rec-
ommended for next year and export re-
duction as contemplated in current criti-
cism of the proposed International
Trade Organization—is neither intelli-
gent nor farsighted.

Third. One aspect of the current sit-
uation which appears less encouraging
than the United States News picture is
the large expansion of commercial-bank
loans since the end of the war.

Business loans expanded 33 percent
in the last half of 1946.

Consumer loans increased by more
than 50 percent during 1946.

Real-estate loans jumped more than
50 percent in 1946.

These trends, coupled with the rapid
return of installment buying following
the end of the war, are the raw materials
of a credit bubble, the bursting of which
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could compound the severity of the re-
cession which confronts us. The degree
of inflation of values, against which
these credits are extended, will control
the severity of the recession.

Fourth. During the past months
there has been much screaming about
the price situation.

The President, robbed by the Congress
last summer of any effective imple-
ments for controlling prices, has offered
a plea to business groups throughout the
Nation to reduce their profit margins in
the interest of the country’'s economic
health; the so-called suasion method.

Business being what it is, and human
beings acting as they do, this plea has
fallen, with a few laudable exceptions,
upon deaf ears.

Congress holds it in its power to put
teeth into price reduction by the simple
expedient of reinstating the 85-percent
excess corporate profits tax which it so
generously removed in January of 1946,
Better than this, the tax could be applied
with large-scale exemptions for corpo-
rate profits which are employed in plant
expansion. In this way a premium
would be placed upon greater production,
greater employment and resulting lower
prices.

It is pretty late in the game for such
a measure. The horse has already been
stolen. Nevertheless, it would still have
a salutary effect upon the present price
structure and would increase popular
confidence in American business at large
by recapturing from a small group of
manufacturing and distributing com-
panies the really exorbitant profits
which they are presently enjoying.

Such an excess-profits tax would be
politically unacceptable to Congress,
however, in its present mood, and so we
will have to stumble along without it.
The scattered cases of piracy in the post-
war market will continue unmolested.
The exorbitant profits will continue to
add to the inflationary pressure.

THE LONG-RUN PICTURE

Since it is generally assumed that the
“recession’” confronting us will be a short
and mild one, let us look ahead at the
following years.

The United States News sees a period
of full production and general prosperity
in the years following this adjustment—
and then, “a postwar depression com-
parable to that following 1929 is improb-
able before sometime in the 1950's.”
The views of the United States News can
probably be said to reflect fairly accu-
rately the generally held opinion of
American business on this question.

Gentlemen, my point is this: our
country cannot afford another depression
comparable to that of 1930 and 1931.
Such a period of economic crisis would
leave us prone to an authoritarian cor-
rective program. The people of this
country, afflicted by economic stagnation
and resulting physical distress, might
well be tempted to turn to a totalitarian
program which would offer food and
shelter in return for the sacrifice of dem-
ocratic principles.

To illustrate this point, let me quote
to you the last sentence of an editorial
in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of May 5:

As our economy is constituted, we have
got to expect cyclical difficulties; if the diffi-
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culties before wus, however, approach in
severity the deep depressions of the past,
the people are going to demand some drastie
changes in our system.

We are the only great Nation left
which has not turned away from the
free-enterprise system.

Here is where the danger to democracy
lies, gentlemen, and we have the power
to control that danger now. Rather
than succumbing to short-run political
and economic pressures, let us adopt a
long-term corrective fiscal policy, a
policy based on the experience which we
gained in our attempts to recover from
the last great depression. Many lessons
in large-scale administration, some good
and some bad, were learned from that
phenomenon, and those lessons should
be applied in the formulation of correc-
tive measures to prevent the recurrence
of such a disaster,

The President has embodied the re-
sults of comprehensive thought along
these lines in the recommendations for
a short-range and long-range program
contained in his economic report to the
Congress. I have attempted to show
that we have, in effect, repudiated his
short-range recommendations thus far.
Let us reconsider our actions on these
points as the bills concerned go into con-
ference, giving further consideration to
the economic issues involved and at-
tempting to meet the situation intelli-
gently.

In conclusion, let us analyze briefly
the long-range recommendations in the
President’s report.

First. Efficient utilization of the labor
force: The emphasis here must be placed
upon increased productive efficiency—
the largest single factor in the develop-
ment of the present American standard
of living—and intelligent use of a coordi-
nated placement service. Arbitrary dis-
crimination in employment, discrimina-
tion based upon irrational prejudices
with regard to race, religion, and sex,
must be actively discouraged.

Second. Maximum utilization of pro-
ductive resources: The Government has
a real responsibility here in providing
assistance and intelligent advice, legally
implemented, to private enterprise in
order that the levels of employment,
production, and purchasing power in
this country may be kept both stable
and high.

(a) Agriculture: Improvements in
farming techniques and the mechanics
of distribution make it possible, with
long-range Government advice and en-
couragement, to maintain farm incomes
at a decent level—avoiding an agricul-
tural depression similar to that which
followed the First World War—and to
steadily improve on the American diet.
The fundamental unit in this develop-
ment must be the family-sized farm.

(b) Regional development: Here the
problem is one of realizing the tremen-
dous economic potential of regional pro-
grams in development of power and ef-
fective means of flood control and irri-
gation—such as the Central Valley pI'Oj"
ect in California—in improvement of fa-
cilities for transportation by land, by
inland waterway, and by air, and in far-
sighted management of public lands.
Such programs can benefit the entire
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Nation by promoting regional prosperity
and, through sound community develop-
ment, reviving stranded and depressed
areas across the country. Appropria-
tions for these purposes should be con-
sidered as capital investment rather
than expenditures, as in most instances
they are wealth producing and self
liquidating.

(c) Federal-aid programs: These rep-
resent the financial manifestations of all
programs for improvement of the coun-
try’s resources, both natural and human.
Through the grant-in-aid mechanism
maximum reliance can be placed upon
local autonomy in the construction and
management of facilities for transporta-
tion, hydroelectric control, education,
welfare, public health, and the like.

(d) Public works: The effect of Gov-
ernment construction activities upon the
economic life of the Nation and their
practicability as a cure-all for recessions
can be overestimated, but the compen-
satory effect of such spending cannot be
denied. A well-planned, long-term pro-
gram of physical development, applied
with an appreciation of the impending
level of business activity, can contribute
greatly toward stabilization of the
private economy.

(e) Research and patents: Our in-
creasing dependence upon technological
development makes it imperative that
the Government sponsor scientific re-
search. Social gains can be realized
from this sponsorship, both from the ac-
quisition of more precise information
concerning the nature of the social sci-
ences and from intelligent and humane
control of progress in the anti-social sci-
ences. The passage of the national
science bill a few days ago in the Senate
Is an important step forward. Action by
the House should not be delayed.

Third. Encouragement of free-com-
petitive enterprise:

We are at present the only great na-
tion on earth that has not abandoned a
system of free private enterprise. In or-
der that the soundness of our judgment
in relying on this system can be demon-
strated, it is necessary that competition
be kept really free. This freedom de-
mands more than the simple payment of
lip-service to the law of supply and
demand.

(a) Enforcement of existing antitrust
laws:

We are informed that concentration of
the means of production in the hands of
& relatively few giant corporations is
proceeding at a rate hitherto unknown
in' our history. This disturbing move-
ment, oiled by soothing phrases extolling
the virtues of free competition, has ac-
counted for the corporate acquisition of
1,833 mining and manufacturing firms in
last 6 years. And we note with alarm
that nearly three-fourths of this total
have been swallowed up by corporations
with individual assets of over $5,000,000.
One hundred and twenty of the 200
Jargest corporations in this country have
bought up 27 percent of this total.

The best initial move to check this
trend would be to provide increased ap-
propriations for the Antitrust Division of
the Department of Justice and the Fed-
eral Trade Commission and to extend
section 7 of the Clayton Act in order to
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. produce with the greatest efficiency.

prohibit mergers by the acquisitions of
assets.

(b) Encouragement of small business:
This sector of our economy, heart of the
vital and traditional concept of com-
mercial initiative, must be provided with
all possible advantages in its formative
stages. These advantages include: the
availability of long-term ecredit and
equity capital, the provision of detailed
information on markets and technical
data by the Department of Commerce,
and arrangement of favorable tax con-
ditions—increased exemption on current
p_rcﬂt,s when reinvested in plant expan-
s10n.

Fourth. Promoting welfare,
and security:

What must be appreciated here is the
fact that the Nation’s economic health
bears a direct relationship to the well-
being and peace of mind of its citizens.

(a) Public health and education pro-
grams:

It is more economical to prepare people to
earn a decent living than to care for them
through relief. (The Economic Report of
the President, p. 28.)

With adequate governmental provi-
sion for protection of health, increase in
nutrition level, and pepular education
(both academic and vocational) the
physical and mental vitality of the Na-
tion becomes a tremendous economic as-
set. Remember, too, that the terrible
complexity of modern life demands the
highest possible level of education and
intellicence among the citizens of a de-
mocracy. The President’s recent mes-
sage to Congress on health services and
sickness compensation should be heeded.

(b) Social security: In order that the
Nation’s purchasing power may be sus-
tained on a long-term basis and that in-
security in employment may be reduced
to a minimum, it is necessary that the
coverage of old-age and survivors' in-
surance be extended, that a comprehen-
sive program of sickness and disability
insurance be adopted, and that unem-
ployment benefits be increased in dura-
tion and amount.

Do not be intimidated, gentleman, by
violent and irrational criticism of the so-
called cradle-to-grave philosophy. The
age of the iron law of wages is' drawing
to a close. Governments that ignore so-
cial needs are forced into political oh-
livion by their desperate citizens. -

Fifth. Cooperation in international
economic relations:

A steady high level of international
trade will be a vital component of ex-
tended prosperity in this country. The
value of our exports in 1946 amounted fo
about $15,000,000,000 military costs, com-
modity and credit exports, and we should
attempt to keep our volume af or above
this figure in the future, gradually bring-
ing our foreign trade into balance with
a growing volume of imports. Working
through the International Trade Organ-
ization on commercial matters and
through the International Monetary
Fund and the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development on finan-
cial matters we can establish our foreign
trade on a sound and dynamic basis,
permitting our economy to concentrate
to & moderate degree upon the exporta-
tion of those commodities which we can

health,
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Mutually beneficial commercial ties may
thus be established with the rest of the
world. A peaceful world.can only be
established on the basis of economic
stability.

Sixth. Combating economic fluctua-
tions:

An effective approach to this problem
involves intelligent blending of the pro-
grams just described. All action in this
connection must be aimed at stabilizing
the Nation’s economy at a high level of
activity.

Let me quote to you the last paragraph
of the President’s recommendation on
this point.

Continuing policy cannot be extemporized
from month to month or even from year to
year; most policies designed to Increase the
stability of the economy are of long-range
character Fortunately, we have time in
which to plan deliberately and wisely, and
in which to secure the cocoperation of all
our citizens In driving toward our common
goal: An expanding economy of maximum
production, employment, and purchasing
power under a system of free competitive en-

" terprise, with full recognition of the duties

and responsibilities of forward-looking Gov-
ernment. (The FEconomic Report of the
President, p. 32.) -

These recommendations merit the
careful - study of every conscientious
Member of Congress: These are the pro-
grams which will control the severity of
the next great depression and, indirectly,
the future of democracy in our Nation.
These principles must be borne in mind
as this year's legislation is formulated.

Mr.. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield. g

Mr. EBERHARTER. I have heard
advanced as reasons why a tax reduction
bill should be passed, statements made by
Republican spokesmen that private en-
terprise needs incentive; in other words,
they are not making enough money and
in order to keep in business, to go ahead,
they need an incentive, and that that is
& reason why there should be immediate
tax reduction. I am delighted that the
gentleman has shown us the profit that
business has made in the last year. It
seems to me from that showing that they
do not need a reduction of taxes as an
incentive to make more profits.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think the gentle-
man is exactly right.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. The gentle-
man’s address has been very interesting
and I am glad to have his views on this
subject so important to the consumers of
this country. I want to make the obser-
vation that the gentleman himself is a
successful businessman, being the oper-
ator of a large men’s furnishing store in
his own city. ' He speaks from an actual
knowledge of the situation.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle-
man for his contribution.

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. We had another
illustration only this afternoon of a bill



1947

passing by which they are going to gouge
the public again.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. It is
the old, old game of playing to a certain
class and giving them a financial ad-
vantage at the cost of all the people.

Mr. McCORMACEK. They wanted to
please one group, all right. Did not want
to displease another group, all wrong.
The result is they passed a bill in which
they said: “We will pass it on to the
public,” the dear old worker and the
consuming public which in their concept
of government always pays the price.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman from
Massachusetts is correct.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman will yield further, the gen-
tleman spoke a while ago of 20-percent
drop in production.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is in produc-
tion; not in price.

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is beyond
the marginal level that is necessary in
order to have a reasonably prosperous
economy.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Twenty percent
is a tremendous amount.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. There is no limit.
Once the guaranty of production at the
mill level starts down, it cannot be con-
trolled; the old vicious circle that we
have been so accustomed to in the past
will occur again.

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is exactly
what I mean. When you get just below
the marginal level of a reasonably pros-
perous line, then the depression has
started and it is very, very hard to stop
it from obtaining tremendous propor-
tions.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. The
gentleman is correct.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield.

- Mr. McCORMACK. Before conclud-
ing, I want to congratulate the gentle-
man from California and also the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. EBER-
HARTER] for the two constructive speeches
that they have made this afternoon. We
all know of the promises that were made
last year; promise after promise on the
floor of this House that within 60 days,
if price controls were taken off, if the law
of supply and demand were permitted
to operate, the people would pay less, and
there would be plenty of goods around,
more so than when the OPA price ceil-
ings were on. Now, over 6 months have
gone by and it has not materialized, and
the converse has taken place. Instead of
lines of people trying to get something,
there are people now with no money to
buy at the high prices, and there is a con-
sumer resistance going on. It is very
apparent that they have had enough
of 1946, and it is going to have a throw-
back on those who employed them, and
the people will have had enough in 1948
of the present controlling party in the
Congress. Furthermore, this is the first
time in 14 years that the people have had
an opportunity of contrasting the leader-
ship of the Democratic Party with the
Republican Party. They have had 5
months of it now, Throughout the en-
tire length and breadth of the country
there is complete dissatisfaction with the
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leadership of the Republican Party in
Congress after only 5 months. The com-
parison is very favorable to our construc-
tive leadership of 14 years.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman is
exactly right. In 5 months’ time we
have seen these things happen. We
have seen corporate profits go up out of
reason. We have seen take-home wages
go down. We have seen great manufac-
turing companies and great financial in-
stitutions become alarmed over an
impending ecrisis. We are seeing the
stock market go down. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, SaBaTH] spoke on the
floor in the last 2 days regarding the
short-selling wave on the stock market.
The short-selling wave, of course, is an
effort on the part of speculators to take
advantage of certain market factors
which they see in the offing. Even some
of the great industrialists who railed
against controls and who did everything
they could to get those controls taken
off, now begin to see that the situation is
getting out of hand. A few of them have
agreed to the President’s request and
have made some small temporary price
reductions. We know about the New-
buryport plan, but we can also predict
that the moral suasion of the President
will not be listened to by greedy com-
petitive producers who are out to wring
the last dollar out of the wages of the
American people. They continue to pile
up these unexpended and undistributed
reserves, and get themselves in a position
where they individually can ride out the
depression regardless of what happens to
the rank and file of the American people.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr., HOLIFIELD. I yield.

Mr. McCORMACK. I think one of

' the most unfortunate things that has

ever happened is the stock-market sit-
uation. Earnings are high. Stocks
usually sell for 10 times their earnings.
That is a cardinal policy in the stock
market. Yet you find stocks selling for
hardly more than two, three, or four
times their earnings. Since election day
of last fall there has been a tremendous
wiping out of billions of dollars of in-
vestments, People put in fear, have lost
billions of dollars, driving the price down.
Speculators now will step in and the
market will take a turn upward. There
is no real reason justifying this. There
is every indication that stock values
should be higher than they were last
November, if anything, yet there has
been this collapse and in its wake has
followed the wiping out of billions of dol-
lars of money invested by the average
people of America. They are in fear,
and many of them are selling out. Then
the big speculators will step in at the low
prices and, when the stock market
bounds back, the poor people who had
invested their money and lost billions
of dollars will again, in plain language,
be the losers. It is the same old story
of shearing the lambs.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The savings of in-
dividuals throughout America have
grown to the greatest height in the his-
tory of America, the individual bond-
holdings and savings accounts. The
speculators want to get hold of that
money, and this is the way to do it.
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Mr. McCORMACE. They cannot
blame the Democratic Party for this
collapse in the stock market.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. No, because the
lack of confidence of which we have
heard so long on the part of business
is now beginning to show up in the stock
market. The lack of confidence is com-
ing because of the reversal of the poli-
cies of the Democratic administration.

Mr. McCORMACK. What about the
person who through fear sells his stock
or has sold his stock at a tremendous
loss, when every factor existed for
higher values, if anything?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That man has lost
the savings of the war years, the pros-
perous years, the Democratic, last 14
yvears. He has lost those savings because
of the lack of confidence of even the
big businessmen of America in a con-
tinuation of the prosperity which is now
prevalent but which is nearing the end
of its term.

Mr. KELLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. KELLEY. Those things concern-
ing which the gentleman has spoken
have done something else, they have fur-
ther promoted the feeling of insecurity
among the working classes of our peo-
ple. The great nemesis which follows
them from the cradle to the grave is
insecurity. That has been instanced in
history where people have sacrificed
their freedom for security. They talk
about that in Russia. They have no
freedom, but they do say they have se-
curity. The greatest bulwark against
communism in this country, it seems to
me, would be to promote security rather
than desperation.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think the gen-
tleman is exactly right. Communism is
built on insecurity and desperation of
peoples.

May I point out that the measures
which the President advocated in regard
to establishing security for the workers,
providing that the social-security base is
broadened, and seeing that certain types
of health insurance are given to the peo-
ple who are unable to buy that health
insurance themselves; in other words,
investing in the future of America, all
of those things have been discarded and
repudiated.

I bring that out in the body of my
speech, They have all been repudiated
and the old system of laissez faire has
taken over. We are going to see indus-
try in the place of giving workers securi-
ty, punish the workers by supporting a
Republican Congress in passing the
harshest labor laws we have ever had.
In place of giving the raise in social-se-
curity rates which the President has
asked for, we are going to continue de-
preciating what we have. In the place
of building homes for veterans, we see
the appropriations being cut down. In
the place of bringing in a long-range
public housing bill to the floor of the
House, such as the much talked of Taft-
Ellender-Wagner bill in the other body,
we see no action on the part of the re-
spective committees to bring out that
long-range housing program not only for
veterans but for all the people of America
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who are in the subincome brackets and
who need housing. We see nothing done
about that. None of the things that the
President has recommended is being done,
nothing is being done except punitive
things against the workers and small in-
vestors and small businessmen and the
rank and file of people of America.

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Mr. HALLECK., Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on the District of Columbia have until
midnight tonight to file reports on the
bills, H. R. 494, 497, and 3515.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from In-
diana?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks in the Recorp and include a
speech.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
i REFERRED

Bills and joint resolutions of the Sen-
ate of the following titles were taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under the
rule, referred as follows:

8. 50. An act for the relief of Joseph Ochri-
mowski; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

B.116. An act for the relief of Mrs. Mildred
Wells Martin; to the Committee on the

Judiciary.
8.272. An act to provide for the utiliza-
tion of surplus War Department-owned mili-

tary real property as national cemeteries,

when feasible; to the Committee on Public
Lands.

B.316. An act for the relief of Reginald
Mitchell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8.317. An act for the relief of Robert B
Jones; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5.470. An act for the relief of John H.
Gradwell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5.512. An act to extend provisions of the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act and the
Boll Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Acts to the Virgin Islands; to the Commit-
tee on Agriculture.

. 5.514. An act for the rellef of the legal
guardian of Sylvia De Cicco; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

8.526. An act to promote the progress of
science; to advance the national health,
prosperity, and welfare; to secure the na-
tional defense; and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

S.661. An act for the relief of Robert C.
Birkes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 697. An act to provide for the protection
of forests against destructive insects and
diseases, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture,

5.805. An act authorizing an appropria-
tion for the construction, extension, and im-
provement of a high-school building near
Roosevelt, Utah, for the district embracing
the east portion of Duchesne County and
the west portion of Uintah County; to the
Committee on Public Lands.

8.824. An act for the relief of Marion O.
Cassady; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

5.882. An act for the relief of A. A. Pel-
letier and P. C. Silk; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

B.1020. An act to amend the Philippine
Rehabilitation Act of 1946, as amended; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

S.1230. An act to amend section 2 (a) and
603 (a) of the National Housing Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.
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S.J.Res. 64. Joint resolution authorizing
the President of the United States of Amer-
ica to proclaim the 8th of October of each
year as Leif Erikson Day; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

S.J.Res.78. Joint resolution designating
September 17 of each year as Constitution
Day; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8.J.Res. 92. Joint resolution designating
April 5 of each year as Booker T. Washing-
ton Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.236. An act to amend the Nationality
Act of 1940 s0 as to permit naturalization
proceedings to be had at places other than in
the office of the clerk or in open court in the
case of sick or physically disabled individuals;

H.R.384. An act for the relief of W. H,
Baker and Walter Baker.

H.R.428. An act for the relief of Charles N,
Bemis;

H.R.444. An act for the relief of the estate
of Archie 5. Woods, deceased;

H.R.603. An act to amend an act of Sep-
tember 27, 1944, relating to credit for military
or naval service in connection with certain
homestead entries;

H.R. 1494. An act for the rellef of the estate

-of Nellie P. Dunn, deceased;

H.R. 1844, An act to authorize the Admin-
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs to grant ease-
ments in lands belonging to the United States
under his supervision and control, and for
other purposes; -

H. R. 2094, An act for the relief of Isaac B.
Jones; and

H. R.3245. An act making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.854. An act to amend section 502 (a) of
the act entitled “An act to expedite the pro-
vision of housing in connection with national
defense, and for other purposes.”

ADJOURNMENT

My, HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 4 o’clock and 8 minutes p. m.) under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, May 26, 1947, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

T03. A letter from the executive secretary,
National Advisory Committee for Aeronau-
ties, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
to cover appropriation items for the Na-
tional Advisory Committee for Aeronautics
in the 1948 budget which may be subject to
points of order; to the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Departments.

704. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting a draft of a proposed
bill to revise the method of issuing patents
for public lands; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Lands,

705. A letter from the Secretary of State,
transmitting a draft of a proposed joint res-
olution to enable the President to utilize
the appropriations for United States par-
ticipation in the work of the United Na-
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tions Rellef and Rehabilitation Adminis-
tration for meeting administrative expenses
of United States Government agencies in
connection with United Nations Rellef and
Rehabilitation Administration liquidation;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

706. A letter from the Acting Administra-
tor, Federal Security Agency, transmitting
a draft of a proposed bill to authorize intra-
agency transfers and consolidations of ap-
propriations by the Federal Security Ad-
ministrator, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Execu-
tive Departments.

T07. A letter from the Secretary .f Btate,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill pro-
viding for participation by the United States
in the Inter-American Conference on Social
Becurity and its permanent committee and
authorizing an appropriation therefor; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

708. / communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a supple-
mental estimate of appropriation for the
Treasury Department for the fiscal year 1948
in the amount of $350,000 (H. Doc, No. 267);
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

700. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting supple-
mental estimates of appropriation for the
fiscal year 1848 in the amount of $61,5680,000
for the War Department (H. Doc. No. 268);
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WADSWORTH: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 166, Resolution authoriz-
ing and directing the Committee on Agricul-
ture to undertake an investigation with re-
spect to the potato surplus; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 444). Referred to the House
Calendar,

Mr. TWYMAN: Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service, M. R, 1714. A bill to ex-
clude certain interns, student nurses, and
other student employees of hospitals of the
Federal Government from the Classification
Act and other laws relating to compensation
and benefits of Federal employees, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 445). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois: Committee on
the District of Columbia. H. R. 1633. A bill
to amend section 16 of chapter V of the act
of June 19, 1934, entitled “An act to regulate
the business of life insurance in the District
of Columbia”; without amendment (Rept.
No. 446). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BEALL: Committee on the District of
Columbia. H. R. 2470. A bill to authorize
the establishment of a band in the Metro-
politan Police force; without amendment
(Rept. No, 447). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. HINSHAW: Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, H. R. 3687. A bill
to establish a National Aviation Council for
the purpose of unifying and clarifying na-
tional policies relating to aviation, and for
other purposes; without amendment (Rept.
No, 449). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. DIRKSEN: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H., R, 3601, A bill making appropria-
tions for the Department of Agriculture for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 450)., Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,
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Mr, O'HARA: Committee on the District
of Columbia, H. R, 494. A bill to reorganize
the system of parole of prisoners convicted in
the District of Columbia; with an amend-
ment (Rept. No. 461). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union.

Mr. O'HARA: Committee on the District
of Columbia. H. R. 497. A bill to transfer
the probation system for the District of
Columbia to the probation system for United
States courts; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 452). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr, O'HARA: Committee on the District
of Columbia, H. R. 3515. A bill to make it
unlawful in the District of Columbia to cor-
ruptly influence participants or officlals in
contests of skill, speed, strength, or endur-
ance, and to provide a penalty therefor; with
an amendment (Rept. No, 453). Referred to
the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FELLOWS: Committee on the Judi-
clary. 8. 135. A bill to legalize the admis-
sion into the United States of Frank Schind-
ier; without amendment (Rept. No. 448),
rR{eIarred to the Committee of the Whole

ouse.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public

bills and resolutions were introduced and '

severally referred as follows:
By Mr. SABATH:

H.R.3593. A bill to provide revenue from
the short sales of shares of stock, grains,
cotton, or other allled agricultural commodi-
ties; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

H.R.3594. A bill to prohibit communica-
tion of false information with respect to se-
curities in certain cases; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WOLVERTON: :

H.R. 3595. A blll to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. f

“ By Mr. PHILBIN:

H. R.3586. A bill to amend the act of De-
cember 2, 1942, entltled "An act to provide
benefits for the injury, disability, death, or
enemy detention of employees of contractors
with the United States, and for other pur-
poses,” to clarify the eligibility for benefits
of certain employees detained by the enemy
in the Philippine Islands; to the Committee
on the Judictary. ¥

By Mr. BATES of Massachusetts:

H.R.3597. A bill to provide revenue for the
District of Columbia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

By Mr. ALLEN of California:

H. R. 3598, A bill granting the consent and
approval of Congress to an interstate com-
pact relating to the better utilization of the
fisheries (marine, shell, and anadromous) of
the Pacific coast and creating the Pacific
Marine Fisheries Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (by
request) :

H.R.3509. A bill to provide medical care
for war widows and medical and dental care
for war orphans, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. COLE of Eansas:

H.R. 3600. A bill to reimburse certain em-
ployees of the Bureau of Prisons of the De-
partment of Justice, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. DIRESEN:

H.R.3601. A bill making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for other
purposes; to the Commiteee on Appropria-
tions,

By Mr. REED of New York:

H.R.3602. A bill to exempt from admis-
sions tax general admissions to agricultural
fairs; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BARRETT:

H.R.3603. A bill granting the consent of
Congress to the Btates of Idaho and Wyoming
to negotiate and enter into a compact for
the division of the waters of the Snake River
and its tributaries originating in either of
the two States and flowing into the other;
to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. BARTLETT:

H. J. Res. 209. Joint resolution to provide
for the issuance of a special postage stamp
in commemoration of the eightieth anniver-
sary of the purchase of Alaska; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the Territory of Hawall, memorial-
izing the President and the Congress of the
United States to provide, for purposes of
taxation of income, that damage caused by
the tidal wave which hit the Hawailan Islands
on April 1, 1946, and the subsequent tidal
waves or like marine disturbances may be
deducted from income in installments over a
period of 5 years; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN of California (by re-
quest:

H.R.3604. A bill to authorize the Meth-
odist Home of the District of Columbia to
make certain changes in its certificate of
incorporation with respect to stated objects;
to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

By Mr. COLE of Kansas:

H.R. 3605. A bill for the relief of Richard
W. Beagraves; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. JUDD:

H.R.3606. A bill for the relief of W. A,
Chisholm; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3607. A bill for the rellef of W. A.
Chisholm; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3608. A bill for the relief of Cristeta
La-Madrid Angeles; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. POTTS:

H.R.3609. A bill for the relief of Herluf
F. J. Ravn; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.3610. A bill for the relief of Herluf
F. J. Ravn; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

565. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolu-
tion adopted by William A, Bancroft Camp,
No. 16, of United Bpanish War Veterans,
Racine, Wis,, endorsing H. R. 969, which
would increase pensions of Spanish-Ameri-
can War veterans; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

5773

566. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Russell
E. Pierce and others, petitioning considera-
tion of their resolution with reference to
favorable consideration of S. 265; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

567. Also, petition of St. Thomas Council,
No. 1347, Knights of Columbus, Gary, Ind.,
petitioning consideration of their resolution
with reference to request for investigation
and curtailment of alleged subversive ac-
tivities of foreign agents working directly
or indirectly within or without the con-
tinental United States; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

SENATE
Moxpay, May 26, 1947

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21,
1947)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess,

The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

We thank Thee, our Father in Heaven,
for this sacred moment when our hearts
may be united in prayer, and when, for-
getting all else save our need of Thy guid-
ance and help, we may reach up to Thee
as Thou art reaching down to us.

Let not the beauty of this day, or the
glow of good health, or the present pros-
perity of our undertakings deceive us into
a false reliance upon our own strength.
Thou hast given us every good thing.
Thou hast given us life itself with what-
ever talents we possess and the time and
the opportunity to use them. May we
use them wisely, lest they be curtailed or
taken away.

Deliver us from the error of asking and
expecting Thy blessing and Thy guidance
in our public lives while closing the doors
to Thee in our private living. Thou
knowest what we are wherever we are.
HMelp us to be the best we can be.

We ask in the name of Jesus Christ our
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WhHiTE, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
May 23, 1947, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were eommuni-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of
his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (S. 814) to
provide support for wool, and for other
purposes, with amendments in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (H. R. 2094) for ihe relief
of Isaac B. Jones, and it was signed by
the President pro tempore.
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